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ANALYSIS OF THE 323rd FLYING TRAINING VING USING
ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND THi: ACTION
RESEARCH MODEL: A COMMUNICATIONS AUDIT {
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by
Llpyd W. Patterson

- Statement of Problem: Organizational Development techniques {

; werc used to find and correct problcms within the T

4 323rd Field Maintenance Squadron at Mather Air Force : ?
Base, California. The questionnaire developed for
the study was left in the wing for ucc by the rest ]
of thc squadrons in the wing. The data obtained was :

fed back to a representativc group of the organization
who made recommendations for improvcment to the unit
commander., The commander implemcntcd changes based

on the suggestions of the feedback group.
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Sources of Data: Respondents to the questionnaire included
206 of the 273 members of the 533rd Field Maintenance
Squadron., They included civilian cmployces, cnlisted
Air Force members, and officers. This sample was an
attempt for a census survey.

!

\

Conclusions Reached: This study presents evidence that a
servicewide organizational development program
could be beneficial to the Air Force. To date, the
Army is the only armed service with a servicewide
organizational development program. The Navy does
employ some civilian organizational development
consultants. The Air Force could slightly modify
its Organizational Climatc Gurvcey program, and
crecate a servicewide program with very little in-
crecase in coste The Air Force should theroforc adopt
organizational dcvelopment tcchniques.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction
This study is an application of the applied bchav-
ioral science technique called organizational development
(OD) to the improvement of a military organization. Spe-
cifically, analyzed in depth was a unit of the 323%rd Fly=-
ing Training VWing, the host wing at Mather Air Force Basc,
California., The instrumentation and procedures were left

behind in the organization with specific instructions for

use throughout the wing at the discretion of the various

-———— - —

squadron commanders.

The action research model, a method of survey re-
search and feedback techniques, was used to find and cor-
rect problems within the 323%rd Field Maintenance Squadron,
a unit of the 323rd Flying Training V/inge

The definition of OD used was:

"Organizational development is a long-range effort

to improve an organization's problem solving and
renewal processes, particularly through a more ef=-
fective and collaborative management of organiza-
tion culture-~-with special emphasis on the culture
of formal work tcams--with the assistance of a

change agent, or catalyst, and the usc of the theory
and tcchnology of applied behavorial science, includ-
ing action research,'1

lyendell L. French and Cocil H. Bell, Jr., Organiza-

tional Devclopment,(New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Ince., 1978),
Po 14,

3
5
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a f
Action research is composed of the following basic j
steps: 1) diagnosis, 2) data gathering, 3) feedback to the

client group, 4) action planning, and 5) action.’ ]

Several basic models have been used in 0D with some

success. Examples of these are the managerial grid model,
developed by Blake and Mouton, the contingency model, of
which two were developed, one by Fiedler and the other by
Vroom, and finally the action research model proposed by
French and Bell. All three have a different emphasis.

The contingency model usually advocates some type of
change in the organizational pattern.3 The managerial grid
involves a deeper intervention in the organization, and gen-
erally requires a long time. (three to five years) The ac-
tion research model offers the advantage of being relatively
quick, more flexible as far as depth is concerned, and can
be tailored casily to the client and his budget.

Given the nature of fixed structure in military org-
anizations, and the time constraints for this study, the
action research model was chosen. The survey technique
this model employs allows for a relatively quick return
of the data, at less cost and manhour loss in the informa-

tion gathering phasec.

2Tbides P 89

3Virginia Be Schein and Larry Ee. Greiner, '"Can Organ-
ization Development be Fine Tuned to Bureaucracies,"
Crganizational Dynamics (Winter 1977):52.




Background

In reviewing organizational communications, two early
pioneers appear in much of the literature, Fredrick Taylor, S
with his scientific management, and Henri Fayol. From
their initial works in the early 1900s has grown much of

the classical theory of management. The findings of the

Hawthorne studies of the 1920s and 30s brought attention to
.é the worker as well as the team.q

! The role of managers and leaders was emphasized in 4
organizations. When an organization had good leaders and

3 managers, it was generally effective. Leadership style

! varied so much that it was difficult to accurately des-

cribe good leaders. 1t was also difficult to predict their
effectiveness., Successful management stlye varied depending
on the particular situation.

Later, emphasis shifted toward the individual with a

trend toward human relations. It was recognized that when

Epiadiptilichut ot IPLAL

workers were happy and involved, production increased, sick

time was cut, turnover dropped, and overall, the organiza-
tion was more effective.

The structural approach to organizations and human

TRl LT A T

4Stephen We Littlejohn, Theories of Human Communica=-
tion, (Ohio: Charles 5. Merrill Publishing Company, 1978),
PPe 291-296.




L
relations were brought together with the systems approach
to organizations.5 It was at last recognized that organ-
izations were made of managers, leaders, and individuals, as
well as the organization itself, or the structure, and the
goals of the organization.

The process of making those things work together
more cffectively has become known as organizational devel-
opment. The concept came about in the late 1950s and early
1960s, and by 1966 had become known as organizational de-
velopment. By 1969, one consulting firm using OD listed
among its subscribers some 45 of the nation's top 100 cor-

6

porations. Final recognition came in 1973 when Research in
Education documents began listing the term, textbooks by
that title were published, and the primary journal in the
field began publishing. |

The following are a few of the journals that have
carried articles about OD: Harvard Business Review, Amer-
ican Psychologist, Organizational Behavior and Human Per-
formance, Organizational Dynamics, Journal of Applicd Bec-
havioral Sciences, and Personnel Psychologye.

The three with the greatest application are Qrganiza-
tional Behavior and Human Performance,which began in 1966,
Organizational Dynamics, which began in 1973, and the Jour-

2Tbide, pe 303

6George Strauss, "Organizational Development: Credits

dnd Debits," Organizational Dynamics (Spring 1973):2.
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nal of Applied Behavioral Sciences, which pioneered the

first articles on the subject of QD.

Two major input branches make up the OD movement.

The first is the survey and research methods, developed to
get one~-time instantaneous data, or a "still picture" of

an organization's status at any given time. The second is
the applied science of laboratory training in organizations.

The survey and research feedback methods began in
1945 at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology under Kurt
Lewin, and later moved to the University of Michigan. 1Its
proponents included,among others, Ronald Lippitt and Doug-
las McGregor. IField theory of social psychology and applied
behavioral sciences were key inputs in its development.

In addition to those three names, the laboratory
training branch of the OD movement included the names of
Shepard, Blake, and Mouton. It was begun about the same
time as the survey branch and initially included the T-
group process, which dealt with sensitivity training. Later
this idea was given less emphasis and was credited with ad-
vancement of OD, The development of the managerial grid,

a long=-range OD tool, and the team development concepts
were important contributions of Blake and Mouton.7

Important writers including Argyris, Bennis, Bass,
and Shepard contributed articles to the "Landmarks'" cdition

of the April 1967 Journal of Applied Behavioral Sciences,

’French and Bell, Organizational Dcveclopment,p. 22.

i




6
which brought OD into a prominent focus.
One of the things this issue emphasized was feedback,
Human organizations are open systems, dependent on feed-

back for survival. Rubin and Goldman,8

and Nadler, Mirvis,
and Cammann? stress the importance of feedback to managers.
To what extent, and exactly how this feedback can be
used, is dependent on the type of organizational structure
that exists. For example, a vertically structured organ-
ization is not conducive to upward information flow., Cum-

mings and Berger,Io 1

and James and Jones, point this out.
Although some writers argued that bureaucracies: were
antipathetical tp human development, there are some pos-
sibilities for OD use in bureaucracies, Although earlier
0D operations stressed changing organizational structure,
Schein and Greiner contend that in bureaucracies,.such as
the military, the existing structure is probably the most

efficient, They also point out that benefits can still be

8Irwin M. Rubin and Max Goldman, "An Open System lModel

of Leadership Performance,'" QOrganizational Bchavior and
Human Performance 3(1968):143.

David A. Nadler, Philip H. Mirvis, and Cortland T.
Cammann, "The Ongoing Feedback System: Uxperimenting with a

ggw Managerial Tool," QOrganizational Dynamics (Spring 1976):

10L. L. Cummings and Chris J. Berger, "Crganizational
Structure: How Does It Influence Attitudes and Performance,"

Organizational Dynamics (Autumn 1976):35, ﬂ

11Lawrenge R. James and Allan P. Jones, "Organization- i
al Structure: A 'Review of Structural Dimentions and Their
Conceptual Relationship with Individual Attitudes and Bechav-

ior," Organizational Behavior and Human Pcrformance 16(1976):
75
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derived from the application of 0D,

Even with some evidence that OD applies to organiza-
tions structured like the military, our armed services
have been slow to adopt the process. They have done so
independently and to varying de:grees.]3

The Army was perhaps the first of the services to
anticipate benefits from a servicewide OD program. In 1977
the Army instituted an optional low key OD program with its
Organizational Effectiveness prograun.”+ This program makes
widespread use of consultants at the individual unit level.,
Some applications have been very successful., For example,
the Army's First Battalion achieved a drop in absent without
leave rate from 15 a month to only six. Sick call rate was
reduced 40% in three months, and the unit experienced a
steady decline in official complaints from members.15 Final
evaluation of the Army's OD program has not yet been com-
pleted, however,

The Navy is one service where the widespread use of

OD might have emerged. However, despite numerous studies

12Schein and Greiner, "Can Organizational Development
be Fine Tuned to Bureaucracies?", p. 49.

13Michael F. Padilla, "An Organizational Communications
Audit and Empirical Action Research Study of a National
Guard Unit," (Master's Thesis, California State University,
Sacramento, 1978), P. 5.

1L’Arm;[ Repgulation 600-76,(Washington, D.C.: Headquar-
ters, Department of the Army, 8 November, 1977) para. i1-1.

'SColonel Heath Twichell Jr., "And a Civilian Manage-
?ggg)nghnique Helped First Battalion," Army, (September

i e

i, st




on leadership and managementgfunded by the Office of Naval
Research, there is still not a servicewide 0D program, al=-
though the Navy does employ some 300 OD consultants.16
While the Air Force does not have a scrvicewide OD
program, it is leaning in that direction with its Organ-
izational Climate Survey program. This program uses a 128
item attitude questionnaire to measure the climate in any
Air Force orgaization that requests it. The questionnaire
is reproduced locally, and the answer sheets are sent to
the Air Force Personncl Center at Randolph Air Force Base,
Texass There the scores are sent back to the requesting
unit for whatever action it wants to take. The significant
thing missing in this program is a consultant or change
agent to oversee the administration of questionnaires and
the interpretation and feedback of the data. Also, the
same questionnaire is used by the entire Air Force, or at

least that portion of it that elects to use the survey. As

such it is not tailored to the using unit. Instructions for

the use of the survey are included in a book called the
Climate Survey User's Guidece. This book can be found on
every Air Force Base in the Consolidated Base Personnel
Office.

According to the captain I contacted by telephone at
Randolph AFB, the program has cxisted since 1977, and has
experienced a 56-60% return rate on questionnaires. He

said they normally process data for about two units a week

16

French and Bell, QOrganizational Development, Pe. 25.
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using computer scoring by two shifts of personnel a day.
Any reuse of the program is at the discretion of the indi-
vidual commanders, and Randolph does not get involved in
what, if anything, is done with the information that is
given back to the unit,

While this program falls short of organizational de-
velopment as such, it does provide a framework on which a
true OD program can be built,

Much of the information learned in OD programs be-
longs to consulting firmse Much of it is constrained by
agreements with the clients, and as such, most of it is
not published, What is published is usually in summary
form, giving figures for example, on increascd production

or a drop in absentceism.

Of the information available on military OD studies,
one closely resembles my study. Michael F, Padilla's study
of a California National Guard unit gave further cvidence
to support the idea that OD could bc successfully applicd
to the military structure.!’ Although this study by Padilla
uses a somewhat smaller scale than mine, it is similar in
enough respects to warrant comparison. He administered 25
questionnaires to a random sample of the unit. An action
program was implemented based on the finding of the first
survey. Finally, a second survey was given to determinec the

effect of the action program. Several areas of improvement

i 17Padi11a, "An Organizational Communications Audit and
Empirical Action Research Study of a National Guard Unit.",
Pe 2l
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were noted.
Therc are some criticisms of OD. Even OD's strongest

advocates give examples and reasons for OD failure, and

claim it should not be seen as a cureall. Strauss cites

some reasons for failure:

1) Using hard-scll techniques; raising false
expectations.

2) Not getting support from top management.

3) Not lctting thc client "own" the process,

4) Improper use of fcedback,

5) Failing to carry over from laboratory to organ-
ization with T-groups.

6) Using the wrong depth of intervention.

7) DNot letting the client choose the problems to
solve,

8) Treating OD as something done to the organization,

rather than the process done by the organization.l18
Awarcness of those potential problems enables one to be

more careful in designing his or her OD programe.

summary

The increased use of 0D by consultants has found the
practice used in places and situations never before tried.
If this increase is due to the number of successful applica=-
tions of OD, one might logically conclude that the proccss
has a wider application than the more traditional uses of OD
would imply."9

It was this logical extention of current OD usage

that led me to apply OD in this study. The first chapter

18Strauss, "Organizational Development: Credits and
Debits.", pe 13-19.

190. Aldcrfer, "Organization Devclopment,' Annual
Revicw of DPsychology 28(1977)197=-223.




1
has been a discussion of the rise of OD to a position of
prominence. Chapter two describes in detail the procedures, 31
instrumentation, and administering of the survey question-
naire, as wecll as the feedback of the data., Chapter thrce
compares this study to the Air Force's Organizational Cli-
matc Surveye. Chapter four examines the results and findings

of this study. Chapter five discusses rccommendations and

gives a summary of the study.




CHAPTER II

Procedures
The first problem I faced in this project was the
selection of the organization with which to work. 3ince
I am a career Air Force officer with almost 17 ycars of
military and paramilitary service, I chosc a unit at near-
by Mather Air Force Base. This allowed the Air Force to

benefit from the project, and at the same time allowed

me to work in an area that has not received much attention:
0D use in the United States Air Force.

Having sclected the installation, I had narrowved my

choice to about 5,000 people in the two wings at Mather. I
now had to choose between the 323rd Flying Training 'ing,
which is the host wing at Mather, and the Strategic Air Com-
mand's 320th Bombardment Viing, a tenant unit. Gince thc
323rd is the host wing, and includes many functions not
found in a tenant wing, I selected them for the study.

Having now made the choice of wings, I was faced with
selecting the best method to institute an organizational de-
velopment program. The first step was to obtain the permis-
sion of the wing commander to do the project in his wing.
After a brief discussion, he gave me his consent.

With approximately 2,500 people in the wing to work with,
it was apparent that I would need to work with some sort of

12




13
sampling tcchnique in order i3 complcte the project in
the allotted time,

Following this line of reasoning, onc possibility

was to randomly sample the c<ntire wing. Another possibil-
ity was to intcensively study a smaller section of the wing.
I elected the latt.r because I felt the data I got would
be more valid and I could develop a process that each ind-
ividual squadron of that wing could usc, thus bonefiting
the cntire wing, and yect allowing timely completion of the
project.

The final unit selection was based on finding a

squadron with potential problems with which to work, and
yet not be overwhelming for my first intcrvention cffort.

The 323rd Field Maintenance Squadron secmed to fit

this catcgory nicely. The structure of thc squadron was
vertical with a large span of control, i.e., many layers

from top to bottom. See appendix E. This structure fa-

cilitated communications failures. Additional information

I was able to gather on the organization chowed there werc

some discipline problems. In the past year, the number

of non-judicial punishmentsadministercd in the squadron

had tripled from five to 15.

Having sclected the unit with which to work, I ap-

proached the squadron commander with my idca for the pro-

jects Higs immediate concern was for the ownership of the

data I was to gather. He wanted to solve his own problems

in-house and not necessarily let thc world, and particularly
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his commander, sce all his "dirty laundry."

Since all this was becfore the fact, and neither of
us could forsee what we would find, his concern was un~
derstandable., Beyond use of the data in my project, I
assured him the data would belong to the organization to
keep or release as they saw fit. With this initial concern
taken care of, he saw many advantages to the project, and
readily agreed to allow me to do it.

We had now reached a stage important to an cffective
OD process: thc contract between the agent and the client.
This agreement would be specific as to how and what kind
of data would be collected, how much time would be taken
avay from the organization's primary job, who would be rec-
sponsible for what, and what would bc done once the data
had been gathered and problems had bcen uncovered. l

Equally important would be the things the organiza-
tion was doing right, and exactly how this information would
be fed back to the organization. The better these things
could be worked out in advance, the less the chance there
would be for any later misunderstanding, which might adverse-
ly-affect the project. I was careful to insure we both un-
derstood the terms of the contracts I felt the option of a
written contract was not warranted in this casc for two rca-
ons. First, I was not being paid for my services, and secc-
ond, the short-range nature of the project would precclude

us forgetting the terms of the the contract.

Our verbal agrcement called for me to design a qQues-
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tionnaire to be administered to as near to 100% of the
323rd Field Maintenance Squadron's personnel as possible.
I would be responsible for reproduction and administration
of the questionnaire. To keep to a minimum the amount of
of time lost to the project, I agrced to a length of no
more than 50 questions and half an hour for administration
of the questionnaire. I also agreed to go to each of the
many scctions to administer the instrument. This would
save the time it would take for cach person to go to and
from a central point to complete the questionnaire,

Once the questionnaire had bcen administered, I had
threc weeks for processing the data and preparing for the
feedback meeting. A tentative date was set for the meeting
with the understanding it could be changed if necessary with
a minimum of threc days notice. The group to recéive fced-
back was to be made up of a cross section of the organiza-
tion to include one top level manager, threc middle level
managers, and six lower level workers. This group repre-
sentation would roughly approximate the size of these groups
found in the organization. In addition, women, civilians,
and minorities would be represented in approximate propor-
tions to unit populationse.

The feedback mceting was to be four hours long. The
findings would be fed back to the entire group first, then
the group would spiit into three groups to discuss the prob-

lems specific to their group: upper managemeni, middle man=-

agement, or line worker, Once the groups had reached a

© m—— i s 45 e -
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conscnsus of opinion on what they thought should be done
to alleviate problems, the entire group would meet once
again and go over all the suggestions together., ‘/hen the
idcas werc finalized, they would be presented as recommcn-
dations to the squadron commander. He would evaluate the
suggestions and base his decisions on the information he
received from the fcedback group. He was not bound, howecver,
to act on thec findings.

This left him in a position where he did not feel dic-
tated to., On the other hand, if he saw the information as
valid, as the pcople in the feedback group did, and hec did
not act on it, he would lose credibility. By his even con-
senting to the projecct, I felt he would try to implement as
many of the recommendations as possible, or at least use
them for guidance in whatever solution he chose.

Viith the contract complete, I was now recady to gect on
with thc process of designing the instrument to use for the
study. The squadron commander had several specific ques-
tions he wanted answered, which I agrecd to include in the

survey. The rcst of the inputs were up to mc.

Instrument
I carefully weighed my decision on what instrument to
use, The low budget I had to work with and the number of
people whose attitudes I wished to measure, would lecad me to
select a questionnaire as the most feasible, and yet allow
for useful data to be gathereds It could be administered

in a relatively short time compared to interviewing, and
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would be casy to computcrizc with minimum hand grading.

Since a good Air Force oricnted attitude survey
questionnairc did not cxist, T constructed my own rather
than extensively modify an existing onc. That way I could
tailor the questionnaire specifically to the organization
I was working with,

After careful consideration, I chose a five-point
Likert-typc scalecs A statement would be made, and the
respondent would choose his or her answer from a list,
depending on their rcaction to the statement. Answers
were: strongly disagree, disagree, unccrtain, agree, or
strongly agree. I was able to use this type of question
on all but one of my desired questions,

i/iith the exception of the first three questions,
which were for civilians only, and the last question, which
was the only non-Likert-type question, the questions were
presented in random order. In addition to the Likert-type
questions, there was a written response space provided on

the answer sheet for areas in which the rcspondent felt the

organization did extremely well, or needed improvement in.
This section was used for rcspondents to cxplain the multiple
choice answers more fully and to elaboratc on problems thcy
savie

Following Rensis Likert's advice on asking for

more information than I thought I would usc, I devel=-

oped a separate scction for completion of dcmographic
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data. 1
For additiomal information, I grouped qucstions to-

gether.s I developed 18 specific areas that I wanted to
examine. These areas are: coordination, equipment, man-

ning, coworkers, job assignment, disciplinc, fairness, 1

support, rewards, decision making, training, job perfor-
mance, information flow, policy, supervision, responsibil-
ity level, commiiment, and civilian information flow.

In deciding what questions to ask, I drew on the
perceptions of the squadron commander, the maintcenance
supervision complex(the next step down the chain of command),
and the impressions I got from visiting scveral of the
shops with one of the branch chiefs., 1 also drew on my
knowledge of the Air Force, including the two yecars I spent

as an enlisted maintenance man. Army Repulation 600-276

and an interim report on work enviromment questionnaires

provided additional information.2

1Gary Me Maranall, ed., Scaling: A Sourccbook for
Bechavioral Scicntists, (Chicago: Aldince Publishing Co.),
PPe 253=2435, Chaptcer 19 which I am quoting from was
written by Rensis Likert. 1In addition to his commcnts in
this book, there are many others by nuted authors in the
field, including a comparison of the Likert-typc scale to
the Thurston method. ILikert's scale proved to be much
easier to use, and proved. to be just as reliablc as the
more difficult Thurston mcthod. This book was an cxcel-
lent source, and was instrumcntal in my choice of the
Likert-type scale.

2Lyle M. Spencer Jr., George O. Klemp Jr., and
Bernard C, Cullen, .lork “nvironmcnt Cucstionnaircs and
Army Unit Tiffectivencss and Satisfaction licasurcs (Boston:
lcBer and Company, [%977]), ppe. 2=105. This work also
contains one of the best and most extensive bibliographies
or attitude measures I have seen.

O A X N g 1
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Once the instrument was complete and checked, I

tested it on five military personncl at the base informa-
tion office. TIrom this test I dctermined that some ques=-
tions nceded to be reworded to avoid confusion, and that I
should change the wording of uevcral scntences to necgative
wording if I wanted to achieve an overall average exactly
in the middle. This would help reduce any bias from seecing
the instrument as either a positive or a negative factor.
Thus, the respondent would approach the next question cach

time with an cqual expectancy of cither agrceing or dis-

agreeing with what I had to say, and not blindly agreeing
all the way down the line. (Actual mean was 3.11),.

Once these changes had been madc, I reproduccd 25
5 copics of the five-page questionnairc, and 300 copies of the

:5 onc-page answer sheete I was rcady to administer by the

last Monday in March as my contract called for,.
I had asked I be introduccd at a commandecr's ca113,
| but the squadron commander declinede. He did agree to

f mention my program to the members of the squadron, however,
|

Administering
I administered the survey to 206 members of the 323rd

Field Maintenance Squadron over a period of two weckse This

represented slightly more than 75% of the squadron's 273

1 memberse The members I missed were out of the work center,

4

i _ SCommander's call is an information sharing meeting ﬁ

; between a commander and his unit held anywhere from one to
threc month intervals.




on lcave or on temporary duty to another location when I

administered the survey. Of the 208 people I offercd the
survey to, only two declined to participatec. Onc of those
had only a few days left in the squadron, and did not have
time to take it.

I attribute this high rate of acceptance to the way I
presented the material in my briefing, and the truc desire
of the members to have some input to the decisions that were
made by management., I'rom the large number of those who rec-
sponded with duty section and other demographic material,
it was apparent that thcy believed my statement about their
individual data remaining anonymous, reported only in the
form of summarized data.

My survey appeared to be well rcccived and squadron
members seemed open and responsive with mes Many volun-
teered additional information and facts that I found uscful
in interpreting the data I receivede I visited many of the
vork centers several times to catch differcnt shifts and
give members vho were out on a job an opportunity to partic-
ipate.

The amount of time it took to administer the survey
was greater than anticipated. Also, the squadron members
did not know I was coming. The word had not been received
at commander's call, This nccessitated slightly longer
briefings. In addition, survey groups werc small, and seve
eral visits to each area were required. By visiting each
individual work center, however, I obtaincd firsthand infor-

mation about attitudes and working conditions. It would




21

help me to understand responses to the questions and to
prepare a more useful presentation for the feedback meeting.

Squadron members and supervisors were extremely help-
ful in getting me tq the flightline arcas when I necded
transportation, and helping me arrange to administer my
survey in some of the busier shops. Many people saw the
survey as useful. On the other hand, I was careful not
to raise falsec hopes about what would be done with the in-
formation, Many were willing to participatc just to help
me complete my project, but a vast majority saw real ad-
vantages to the process, I tried to prepare the fcedback
for the unit as rapidly as possible. The fcedback meceting
was delayed one day beyond the planned date at the request

of the squadron.

LFeedback

The fecdback meeting began at 8 a.m. on the April 19,
1979. With one exception the group was rcpresentative of
the organization. Due to supervisory error, no civilian
employees were present., To compensate for this oversight,
I fed the results back to the civilian branch cheif right
after the mecting was over, and asked for his opinions i
before preparing the list of recommendations for the com-

mander,

The people detailed for the mceting did not know what

it was all about, After I explained it to them, some were
rclieved that it was not some kind of punishment. Once

the ground rules for the meeting were established, I began
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to feed back the data I had obtained.s This took approx-
imately one hour. For the remainder of the meeting, the
group members were quite involved in the process. At one
point, I said "Let's take a break." The groups who were
meeting elected to stay in the confercnce room and continue
to work on the problems rather than take a break,

The group perceived the data as accurate, and each
group readily took responsibility for those areas attri-
buted to there work group.

The individual groups worked on threc to four items

" . o i T N

of the selected problems found in the squadron. In several

instances, I assigned the same item to more than onc group

if it affected thems 1In the final period, these areas were

consolidated, In addition to the answers the individual

groups came up with, the entire group reviewed each arca.

Some additional suggestions were made, and a conscnsus of

P

opinion reached. The actual time for the planned four-hour
session was three and a half hours. Vhen the meeting was
over, I asked what everyone thought of it., One member said,
i ‘ "It is kind of nice to have somebody ask me for a changc

what I think." Most members were willing to reserve judg-

12 Sitagiigh i Beaipsini el

ment until they saw which if any of their suggestions would
be implementeds All I could tell them was that if the com-

mander saw the data as being accurate, he would probably

el i 5 e gt

vant to take actione.

-——

Significant in their concern was the fact that the

. e i o i

former squadron commander had been suddenly rcturned to fly-

ing duty and a new commander was taking over. I pointed out
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that the timing could not be bettcer for cither of us.
First, the data would provide a new commander with a good
profile of his new organization, cspecially problem areas
and areas of excellence. This would preclude him changing
good things instead of bad ones. On the other hand, hec
could not possibly be held responsible for any of the prob~
lems we found, only for not fixing them now that he had
been made aware of them,

Having already given the data to the former squadron
commander before the fecdback meceting, I was now faced with
asking thc new squadron commander to accept my data and re-
commendations without a contract existing betvicen uss I
found that he welcomed the information. In a two-hour mcet-
ing between the two of us, I covered all of my data and the
recommendations of the feedback group.

The effect was immediate and encouraging. One pos-
itive feedback item was the squadron members appreciated the
orderly room rcminding each person of appointments. This
practice had prevented many people from missing them. Pfar-
lier that day the squadron commander had dccided to end the
practice as a waste of time to thc person who spent nearly
two hours a day on the phone doing that task. As a result
of the feedback, he indicatcd to me that he would immcdi-
ately reverse his decision and continue the practices. On
somc of the other ideas he took them as thcy werc suggestzde

Other items he expanded on suggested idcas and came up with

solutions which were even more pleasing to the squadron.
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This completed the feedback phase, The new squadron com-

RERT

mander expressed a desirc to use the instrument again at a
future time., I suggested about six months as ideal, and

agreed to make it available to him in a modified and improv-

ed form.




CHAPTER III

Air Force Organizational
Climatc Survey
Comparison

I became aware of the existence of the Air Force {

Organizational Climate Survey(OCS) at the very end of my

project when I was discussing the fecdback with the new
squadron commander, He indicated that he had ordered the
OCS for his former squadron, but had not administered it
due to resistance from the local civilian union,

I contacted the project officer in his former squad-
ron and got a copy of the survey and the User's Guide, and
talked with the center at Randolph AFB, Texas where the
instrument was developed.

Had I known in advance that the OCS existed, I may
have tried to modify it for my purposes. After the fact,
howecver, it is interesting and worthwhile to draw on the
differences and similarities between my instrument and' the
OCSe Keeping in mind that the two instruments werc devel-
oped scparately in different locations; the similarities
are striking.

The Air Force, which obviosly had a larger budget and
a larger manpover resource to draw on, came up with a sev-
en-point Likert-type scale for their measurcment. Their

scale included the additional choices of "slightly agree" .

2>




e P A it Pl 52 ' e B 55T or

- aen a iedig

—_

and "slightly disagree." This gave me further confidence
in my choice of instruments. Of the 20 areas they chose
to mecasure, many vere exactly the samec as those I selected.
Many others were nearly the same but labeled differently.
They did choose to measure several areas of Air Forcewide
concern that I had no interest in due to their enduring
and unchangeable nature. Their areas of measurement are:
achievement, assignment locality, commitment, communication,
concern for individual, confidence in managcment, contribu-
tion/participation, group cohesion/worker relations, identi-
fication, independence, interest, organizational cffective-
ness, pay & benefits/economic security, personal growth &
development, promotional opportunities, recognition, respon-
sibility, supervision, utilization, and working conditions.1
Although the 0OCS is similar in most ways to.my instru=-
ment, there are differences. The OCS uses more than twice
the number of questions, with two additional responses per
question. In addition, the use of the computer optical
scan sheet for answers makes the time to complete the 0CS
much longer. There are also additional chances that errors
will be made by marking the wrong space of the nine side-by-
side answer spaces. Also, any stray marks or bent paper may
cause a sheet to not be scored properly, if at all. By not
scanning and key punching the data obvious crrors can pass

unnoticeds For instance, I found one place where a staff

1Departmont of the Air Force, "Organizational Climate
survey Uscr's Guide.", p. III-12
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sergeant listcd his time in scrvice as 43 years. I scored
his answer as no response since I know that the Air Force
does not have any L43-year staff sergeants. In all proba-
bility a computer would not have caught this error.

The OCS also provides space for the squadron commander
to include up to ten of his own questions on the survey, but
the red tape involvedmakes it prohibitive. The questions
must be sent back to Randolph for approval first, and must
conform to the rest of the survey format. Since Randolph
does its business by mail, there is the additional chance
that the answer shects may be lost or damaged in shipment,
and nullify the entire program after all the work has becn
done at the unit level.

A squadron that does not have a member familiar with
computers and statistics cannot use the program since no
change agent or consultant is provided with the program.

The data is fed back in a form that requires knowledge of
computers and statistics to understand it.2 Some units are
precluded from using it since they have no such qualified
member. If a change agent was provided as part of the deal,
everyone could usc it.

The major differences then between the OCS and my
instrument arc in the answer sheet, length, number of re-
sponses, and change agent. (The level of response, my 75%

compared to their 56-60%, could be due to these other fac-

2

Ibid. 9 DPo II-3
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tors, especially the length and change agent.) Since the
higher the percentage of population sampled, the more re-

liable the samplc, mine should be more reliable than theirs,

Validity

Gince this is the first usc of my instrument, I will
not be able to report any test-retest reliability. There
arc scveral things, however, that indicate the validity of
my survey instrument.

Wfith regard to content validity, the fact that 1 ask-
ed more than one question in most areas would help keep me
from mcasuring something other than wvhat I was trying to
mcasurce The factor analysis of items to insure they
correlated more with each other than other items in the
survey also helps.3

Construct validity can be addressed based on confirm-
ation of certain hypothesis used in constructing the instru-
ment. For example, I predicted that the vertical structure
of the organization may cause some information flow prob-
lems, Actually, information flow turned out to be the
number one problem areca., The fact that the OCS uses a sim-
ilar area callcd communications lends further support to the
significance of measuring that particular variablc.

Perhaps the best measures available for comparison of

3Gene F. Summers, cd., Attitudc llcasurcmcnt (Chicago:
Rand Mclally & Company, 1970), p. 92-93.
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findings of my instrument is the recorded tangible factors

available outside of the instrument. For instance, ten
times as many respondents(?70) listed mission accomplishment
as thecone thing the unit did well comparcd to thc next
closest items Not so strange then that the 323rd Field llain-
tenance Squadron received an award during the study for
best maintenance squadron in Air Training Command for 1978.
As further evidencc of their performance, the wing commander
was notified that he had bcen promotcd from colonel to
brigadier gcneral.

An earlier increase in the number of non-judicial
punishments seemed to go along with the fact that discipline

and rewards were seen as problem areas by the respondents

on the survey. The finding that most pcople did not know
exactly what would happen to them if they violated a rulc
may also have had something to do with this statistice

The problems I mentioned earlier about the study not

being mentioned at commander's call, the fact that no civ-
ilian employces were present for the feedback mecting, and
the fact that most people at the mceting did not know why
they wvere there, tends to lend credibility to my finding
that information flow in the organization was a problcm.
All these things lecad me to believe that my instrument
is valide The fact that the Air Force's 0OCS so closely
rescmbles my instrument is further evidence. Also, see

validity coefficients table on pagec 30.
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{ Rcliability Cocfficicnts
FACTOR ITEMS ALPHA

Coordination 26435447 71
Equipment 30,40 « 74
Manning 11,15 U1
Coworkers 37,42 « 20

! Job Assignment 16 *

i Discipline 36,38 45

| Fairncss 657,38 .66
Support 13,41,42 «75
Rewards 18,27 .68
Decision Making 2042L4932,34 81

; Training 5,10, 14 <60

| Job Performance 9,10 «H2
Information, Informal L *
Information, Formal 17 *
Supervision 13,204532, 36,41 «90
Responsibility 8 *

! Commitment 46,48 e 58

; Policy 21,3844 « 40
Civilian Information 2 *
* cannot compute for single question arcas
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CHAPTLR IV

Recsults
As soon as my data was on the computer, I requested

a listing of the first 48 questions using the Likert-type

five-point scale by response frequency and percentage. On
a positively worded question, a response of agree or strong-
ly agree(coded four and five regspectively) was considered a
positive responsc. On a negatively worded question, a onc
or a two response was considered favorable.
I then computed what is called the percent favorable
1

responsce. This was done by dividing the total number of

positive responses to a question by the number of valid

cases, or total number of people who recsponded to that
qQuestion. This gave me the percentage of pcople who respond-
ed with a positive answer to that question.

Using the percentage of 70% and above to indicate cox-

ceptionally good areas, and 30% and below to indicate def-
inite problem areasy, I could find the areas of interest on
, individual questions. With this criteria, 15 questions came

out exceptionally good, and only onc question came out as

A
i

d 1

ﬁ UeSe Dcpatmcpt of Labor, "Managemcnt Audit Survey:
! Handbook for Supervisors.',(1974).
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a definite problem area. Most questions fell into the middle
category, which left room for interpretation. As a rule of
thumb, I decided if the arca was below 50% favorable response,
it was worth looking at as a possible problem arca., Nine
more questions fell into this category. This information
is listed in appendix D as negative factors. Thc questions
with 70% favorable response and better are listed as positive
factors. 1Included on these pages is information from ques-
tion 50, which is a narrative question on things in which
the organization does extremely well, and those arcas
where improvement is needede.

In addition to the information I was able to get from
answers to individual questions, by planning ahead, I was

able to group questions into prearranged arcas to obtain

additional informatione. When I originally wrote the ques-
tions, I grouped them into areas such as supcrvision, faire
ness, etc. \hen I obtained the results, I used factor an-
alysis to insure that the groupings were still valid.

Where a question did not fit the group, I dropped it from

the category. The only remaining questions in each group

correlated with one another. 1In some cases, new groupings

wvere justified based on correlation of questions with a
common element, ‘here this common element could be pos-
itively identified, a new category was established. The
final list of categories and question numbers for cach is
located in appendix C.

By averaging the percent favorable response for each
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question in a category, a percent favorable recsponse for

the arca was determined. By using the 509 favorable responsc
and below rule, I identified four possiblc problem arecas:
Information Flow, Discipline, Civilian Information, and Rc-
wvardse Thc arcas of Job performance, Job Assignment, Co-
workers, Manning, Policy, and Support, werc identifiecd as
overall exccptional areas.(See fecedback handout in appendix
D.)

In order to gain further information, I askecd for
demographic information at the end of the answer shect.

For the purposes of this study, five age groups werc uscd:
21 and under, 22-25, 26-30, 31-36, and 37 and over. Re-
sponscs werce also asked for sex(male or female), and mar-
ital status(married or ummarried). Thc race categorics
verce Caucasian, Black, Mcxican American/Spanishy Oriental/
Asian, and Other.

Rank categories were made to separate military from
civilian, and identify upper managers, middlc managers, and
line workerse. Military personnel wvere divided into H=1 to
Y=Ly LE-5 to E-7, E-8 and LE-9, and officers, Civilian
groups were GS-1 to GS-5, GS-6 to GS-10, and GS-11 and above,
WIG=1 to WG-5, WG-6 to VWG-10, and WG-11 and above, I con-
sidered E=1 to I-4, GS=1 to GS-5, and UG-1 to WG-5 to be
line workers. The E=5 to -7, GS-6 to Gs~10, and !G-6 to
WG~=10 groups were considered middle managers. Finally, the
top managers catcgory included E-8, 1-9, and officers; GS-11

and above; and ViG-11 and abovec.
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All responscs to primary shift fecll into day shift,
swing shift, midnight shift, or other. (The only "other"
group was five people who wvorked four days and onc swing
shift a weck in the transient maintcnancc shop.) Tvo
categorics asked for on the answer sheet were not usecd
in final data analysis. Thecy were time in squadron and
months of total service. The final category requosted
was the shop or section a person worked in. I placed
this one last since it was potentially thc most threat-
ening information in conjunction with other information.
Somc sections only had one person vorking in them, others
could have been identified by being the only fcmale in
that scction, or the only minority member of that rank in
the scction. By placing that item last, I hopcd that the
person ansvering would have established the habit of
ansvering the questions and not having found any other
threatening thing in the cntire survey, and knowing therc
would not be any other threatening questions asked, would
choose to answer it based on the trust of change agent
and the validity of the instrument., There were sceveral
errors noted where people responded with a timc in section
since the question followed two other time r-lated questions.
Even coding thesc as no response, over 70% of the respond-
ents replied with which section they worked in, including
the only one-man scction in the organization. Sevcral

others who were the only person in that section on that

shift responded for both scction and shift. In no casc
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vas therc an attempt to attributc answers to any indi-

vidual., All answers are grouped in summary form.

Group sizcs were kept at five or more whercver possible.
One cxception was on shop location, where a smaller
section was checked to sece if their section location

made it easier or more difficult to get the job donc.

O A T

3 When section size made grouping of sections nccessary,

they were grouped with other scctions in their major

branch. Sections having more than five pocplec in them %
viere reported individually. Sce appendix I for sec- %
tion groupings.

Crosstabulation for the coordination arca, which j

included qucstions 26, 35, and 47, resultcd in a highly

significant (.001) chi-square for rank, marital status, ‘
and age. Coordination was linear by rank groups. The

higher the rank, the better the coordination. Married

people coordinated better than unmarricd. Coordination vas

5 e . uimatbh

also linecar by age. The older a person was, the better ;

he or she coordinated. There was no significant dif-

ference at the .05 level for race, sex, or scction.

Crosstabulation for the equipment arca, which B
1 included questions 30 and 40, showed a significant
(405) chi-squarc for section only. It was not signi-

ficant for rank, race, scx, marital status, or agc.

b ia el e i o i

The secctions which had a mcan of less than 3.0 vere
those which dealt with many parts and supplies. In
talking with the pcople in the sections during the survey,

-3 e N B A M ittt 1 T .
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I was told the supply systcm for the T-43 aircraft,
which was contracted, was outstanding. The T-37
section, which dealt with the military supply systcm,
had morc problems. Areas with below 3.0 average on
equipment questions were fabrication section, elcctric

shop, repair and reclamation, and inspection section,

L os M

Crosstabulation for manning, which included
questions 11 and 15, resulted in a highly significant
(+001) chi-square for section. It was not significant

at the .05 level for rank, race, sex, marital status,

R oo 1 s A I M iy 1

or age. Thec sections which scorcd low on this arca,

which would indicate undermanning, were transient
maintenance, cgress, and non destructive inspecctions .

(NDI).

Crosstabulation for the coworkers arca, which

included questions 37 and 42, did not result in a sig-

g

nificant (.05) chi-square for rank, racc, scx, marital
status, age, or section. This was an indicator of a
good working atmospherc,

Crosstabulation for job assignment, question 16,

! did not result in a significant (.05) chi-square for ]

rank, race, sex, marital status, age, or scction.
Crosstabulation for disciplinec, which included
questions 36 and 38, did not result in a significant
(.05) chi-squarc for race, sex, marital status, or age.
It was significant (,05) for rank, and highly signi=-
. ficant (.001) for section. The higher the military

P o e
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rank, the better the discipline appeared to be, while

the highest civilian ranks scored lower than the other

two civilian groups. Two scctions stood out as having

averages below 3,0 in this area. They were clectric

shop, and fabrication secction. ]
Crosstabulation for fairness, which included ques-
tions 5, 7, and 38, did not result in a significant

(+05) chi-square for race, sex, or shift, It was

significant for rank, marital status, and agc, and highly
significant (.001) for section, The race and sex find-

| ings were very useful to know. For military ranl,

fairness appearcd to increase with rank, For civilian

rt ' employecs, the lowest ranks saw themsclves as trecated
' most fairly, followed by the highest ranks, then the
[ middle ranks., Marricd peoplc saw thcmsclves as
trcatcd more fairly than unmarried pecoplce The age
group of 22-25 saw themselves as trcated the least
fairly, and the 31-36 group saw themsclves as trcated ]
most fairly. The other age groups were linecar, with
older groups trecated more fairly. Three scctions
werc below 3.0 average for the fairness qucstions:
electric shop, T-43 flight, and enginc shop.

Crosstabulation for support, which included qucs-
tions 13, 41, and 42, did not result in a significant :
(.05) chi-squarce for race, sex, marital status, or agc.
It was significant for rank and highly significant

(,001) for section. Military middle ranks received
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the best support, followed by the highest ranks, and
the the lower ranks, For civilians, the lowest ranks got
the best support, followed by thec highest ranks, then the
middle ranks. Sections scoring below 3,0 wecre electric
shop and T-43 flight.

Crosstabulation for rewards, which included ques-
tions 18 and 27, did not result in a significant (.05)
chi-square for racc or scXe It was highly significant
(«001) for rank, and significant (.05)‘for marital
status, age, and section, IMilitary was linear with
higher ranks beclieving rewards werce better, Again the
lowest ranked civilians felt rewards were best, followed
by highest ranks and then middle ranks., Married
people felt rewards were better than unmarrieds. The
same age pattern repcated itself again, with 22-25 lowcst
and 31-36 highest, the remainder were lincar. Scctions
scoring below 3.0 average onrewards werc electric shop,
T-43 flight, engine shop, repair and reclamation, and
AGE (aerospace ground equipment). |

Crosstabulation for decision making, which includecd
questions 20, 32, and 34, did not rcsult in a significant
(«05) chi-square for race or sex. It was highly sig-
nificant (.001) for rank, and significant (.05) for
marital status, agc, and scction. Military ranks were
lincar with the highcst ranks most involved in decision
makinge Thc highest ranking civilians made the most

decisions, follovied by the lowest ranks and finally
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the middle ranks. Marricds made morc decisions than
unmarricds, Age followed the samc pattern as before
with the 22-25 age group at the bottom and 31-36 at the
top. Scctions below 3,0 on deccision making were clec-
tric shop and T-43 flight.

Crosstabulation for training, which includcd
qucstions 5, 10, and 14, did not rcsult in a significant
(.05) chi-squarc for rank, racc, S:X, Or agc. It was
significant for marital status and section. Marri.ds
thought training was better than unmarrieds. OSystems
branch, (which includes elcctric shop), scorcd below
3.0 on training questions.

Crosstabulation for job performancc, which includcd
questions 9 and 10, did not result in a significant
(.05) chi-square for rank, race, sex, age, Or section.
It was significant for marital status, with marricds
scoring higher than unmarrieds.

Crosstabulation for informal information- flow, which
included question 4, did not result in a significant
(.05) chi-squarc for rank, racc, sex, marital status,
age, or sections 1In general it was scored lovw equally
by all groups.

Crosstabulation for formal information did not
result in a significant (.05) chi-square for racc, scx,
age or section, It was significant for rank and marital
status. Thc highest ranks thought formal information was

best, followed by middle ranks and finally the lowecst
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ranks. Marrieds thought formal information vas better
then unmarricds dide.

Crosstabulation for supervision, which included
questions 13, 20, 32, 34, and 41, did not result in a
significant (.05) chi-squarcfor race or scX. It vas
significant for marital status and age, and highly oig-
nificant (.001) for rank and scction. The marricds sav
supcervision as bettcr than the unmarricds. Again the
31-36 age group sawv supcrvision as thc best follovied
by 37 and over, 26-30, 21 and under, and 22-25, HMili-
tary ranks were lincar in their fceclings about super-
vision, with the highcr ranks sceing it as better.

The higher ranking civilians saw it as bost followed
by the lowest ranks, then the middle ranks. OSections
scoring below 3.0 werce clectric shop and T-43% flight.

Crosstabulation for responsibility, which includced
question 8, did not result in a significant (.05) chi-
square for sex and marital statuse. It was cignificant
for racc and section, and highly significant (.001) for
rank and age., Scctions scoring abovec 3.0 wcrce transicnt
maintenancc, clecctric shop, pncudraulics, and egresse
In comparison with other groups, thc lMexican Amorican/
Spanish group felt they alrcady had as much rcsponsibi=-
lity as they could hope to gete Military ranks wcre
linear in how much responsibility they saw themselves
as having, with higher ranks sceing themselvas as

having thc most. The civilian ranks were just the
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opposite with the lowest ranks secing themselves with the
most responsibility. The two lowest age catcgorics wcre
the lowest for responsibility, and werc identical in ;

their scores, followed by the 31-36 group, then the ;

26-50, and finally the 37 and over group.

Crosstabulation for commitment, which includcd
questions 46 and 48, did not result in a significant
(+05) chi-squarc for race, sex, agc, or scction.

It was significant for rank, and highly significant
(4001) for marital status. Military ranks' commitment
incrcased lincarly with rank. The civilian middle ranks
had the most commitment, followed by the low ranks and
finally, thc high ranks. Marrieds were far morc comm-
itted than unmarrieds.

Crosstabulation for policy, which includcd'qucs-
tions 21, 38, and 44, did not result in a significant
(«05) chi-square for rank, racc, scX, marital status,
or agece. It was significant for scction, with clectric
shop the only onc below a %.0 averagc.

Crosstabulation for civilian information, which
included question 2, did not result in a significant
(+05) chi-square for rank, racc, sex, marital status,
agcy, or section. It was vicwed as equally poor by all
catcgorics.

All thesc results were prescnted during the first
hour of the feedback meeting with the organization.

The problecm arcas to work on were divided among the
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thrce groups with the top management working on infor-
mation flow, civilian information, and intc<rnal com-
munications. The middle managcment group viorked on
the arcas of discipline, training, coordination, and
intcrnal communicationse The line workers dcalt with
the arcas of rewards, sports participation, and squadron
functions. These arcas included those found from per-
cent favorable rcsponse comparisons and those found
in question 50 rcsponses,

tthen cach group had developed its rccommendations
for cach arca, the cntire group mct again to finalizc
the list of recommendations. The list, which was pre-

sented to the new squadron commander is as follovis:

Information IFlovi--\/occkly mecting should be held in all

shopse Shop supervisors should geot togcother with
branch chiefs prior to daily shift briefings. This
vwill improve the horizontal information flow by
malking everyone awarc of problems and spccial situ-
ations. Dovnward flow can be improved by all super-
visors realizing what a hindrance a tall vcortical
pyramid is, and attcmpting to pass information dovn
without cutting too much of it out. Defining and re-
defining contacts for all supervisors will helpe.
Finally, to avoid the "password-around-the-tablce!" problcm,
(the last person repcats what he or she hears, and it
is entirely diffcrent from what began with the first

person), written communications should be uscd
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wherever possibles This insures that th last man

gets the samec undistorted information that the firce

man rcceived.

Disciplince=llany people do not know ciactly what will

happcn if they break a rule. Shop supervisors should

establish a common policy on discipline and then make

that policy knowvn to alle A new person should be bricf-

ed on exactly what to cxpect from his or her supervisor.

Therc should be room for discrection from the supervisor,

hovievers The mixed atmosphcre of military and civilian

digcipline is also a problem, particularly when there

is a civilian supervisor over a military mcmber. The

diffcrence in haircut and discipline regulations makes ;
for friction, Military members also note that hair |

length and dress may not relate to job pcrformanée.

Uniform Codc of Military Justice bricfings vwere noted
as being inadequate in getting information out. Torm 1
18s, record of individual counscling, wcre gencrally

not vicwed as cffective. GSome mention was made of morc . i

immediate punishment for infractions, such as four hours

of cxtra duty the same day as opposcd to weckend duty.
Civilian Tnformation--It was gecnerally agrced that this
lack:afsuffic&cnt information was due to policics of
persons in the Civilian Perconncl Officce Some felt

this problem had bottomcd out and would improve with

the new civilian personnecl officer. In general,civila-

| jans fclt this information was slow, cspccially wvhen
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it conccrned a reduction-in-forccyctce

Roviardos-=Letters of appreciation werce gencerally vicewed

as the most rewarding thing to get. T-37 rides as

revards vcre seen as an effective incentive for person-

ncl in shops other than just T-37 flight line, cspec-

ially inspection section and cngine shops. Time off

was seen as an adcugate reward where it did not happcen

frcquently, such as the T-37 flight line. A day

off to an overmanned shop with little work to do anyway,

wvas not vicwed as much of a rewvard. Personal involve-

ment was also secen as a good rewvard. Onccxample: a

commander scnt each person a form lctter on their
birthday saying, "Congratulations, you havec a day off
coming, work it out with your supcrvisor." This was

scen as caring.

Sports participation—-lt was generally agreed that in
sports participation, thisjsquadron is the worst or-
ganization for participa@idn and support most members
had scrved in. They citéd chcr squadrons as having
support from almost evc%j 6ff~duty member, espcecially
{ commandcrs, first sergeants, and supcrvisors. This
organization is fortunétd td have threc spcctators at
a squadron sports cvents. TFavoritiocm on some tcams in
the past was citcde Perhaps when there are cnough
pcople intercsted, two or more teams could be formed
50 cveryone can participatc. Possible solutions in-

l clude timc off from overmanncd shops for mcmbers to
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participatc in or watch practices and cvent. Iven a few

pcople to watch would helpe Most cvenis occur at times
convenient for dayshift and impossible for swings.
Perhaps changing shifts for intercsted participants or
time off to participate will help.

Training--The only real training problem is that new
arrivals sometimes do not get proper training beforc
being put on the job, especially T-37 and AGi.

Intcrnal Communicationg--Necds carcful attention at all
levelse The particular vertical structurce of this or-
ganization makecs for special problens,. Introducing
new supcrvisors at commandcr's call can help. Tivery-
onc must pass information on; again, writing it dovin
will help a lot.

Cocordination=--~In Job Control, no immediate answer is

available to solve this problem. With Supply, it could
be improved by better understanding the systeme Supply
classes have been reported as totally over pcople's

hecadc, and ucing too much jargon without ciuplanations,.

Morc in-depth classes arc neededs Thc orderly room policy of
reminding everyonc of appointments is seen as cxcellent!

squadron Iunctions=-=-5ecn as a good way to mect others

and improve morale. Picnics and other special cvents

can providc a great dcal of fun. Morc arc nccded. ]
Also, challenge games of volleyball, ctcey betuece

sections can improve relations and providc a mcans of

meeting ncw pcoplc.
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In a two=-hour mceting with the ncw squadron

commandecr, this information was prescntcd in detail.

He vias very receptive to the information and the idcas.
He indicatecd he was very grateful to have this picturc
of the organization as he was coming in. Ho said cvery
commander should have such a luxury.

He indicated that cvery arca that showed up as a
problem arca would receive attention. In some cases
the suggested action was contrary to rcgulationgs, such
as the suggestion about quicker punishment. In the
case of providing morc T=37 rides as rcwards, it was
not financially feasible; however, his altcrnate sug-
gestion of flying them on a larger aircraft in a group,
perhaps somcwhere in the area of the Grand Canyon, will
probably mcet with their approval. |

The ncw squadron commander has alrcady takoen action
to reinstate the appointment remindcr calls., Hc has
also promiscd to provide fecdback on the rocommendationo
to all members of the squadron at commandcert's call.

He also indicatcd that he planned to institute the
birthday letter idca, and that sports participation and
support should bc hclped by the fact that his new first
scergeant was both an avid player and watcher of squadron
sports.

My overall improssion of his intent and ability to

make good use of the information hc had becen given was

very cncouraging to mee. llis eXpressed desire to rcuse
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my survey also indicated his intention to seck and use

additional feedback from mcembers of his squadron, ith
thce squadron commander listening so closely to their
suggestions and inputs, squadron members will have more
reason than ever to kcep channels of communication opcn,
and offer more suggcstions to top management. This
attitude should go a long vway tovward solving the pro-
blems of information flow and internal communications.
In my opinion, the high point of the study wvas
the cnthusiastic acceptance of the information by the
squadron commandcr as valid data, and his desirc to

usc that information. It made the many hours spent

on the project worthwhile.
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CHAPTER V

ummar

This study cmployed a survey and fccdback tcche-
niquc as part of an organizational devclopment program
using thc action rescarch model to find and corrcct
problems within the 323rd Field Maintenance Cquadron,

a unit of the 323rd Ilying Training ‘/ing. The squadron
wvas first analyzed, then a questionnaire vas developed
and administcred to the squadron members. The results
were fed back to a group representing a cross section
of thc organization. This group made recommendations
vhich were presented to the squadron comnander. lic
initiated an action program bascd on thc action plan
and idcas of the fe-zdbacli group, as well as his own
knowledge and expertise.

The basic findings of the survey were that the
organization was doing well in the areas of job per-
formance, job assignment, relationships with coworkers,
manning, policy, and support. They nceded improvcment
in information flow, discipline, civilian information,
and rewards.

The action planned by the squadron should improve

all these areas except possibly civilian information,

which was actually a responsibility of the civilian
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personnel office and not under direct control of the

squadron. In spite of this, there were indications that
this problem may also improvec.

In order to determine the effect of this action,
the survey will be administered to the same squadron
at a future date, and scores compared to determine whe-
ther improvements have been made in the problem arcas,
This will also provide information on the test-retest

reliability of the instrument.

Recommendations

Some of the questions did not fit into one
of my categories, some werc specificly requested by
the squadron commander. Some of thesc did not provide
useful information, and some provided information on
which no action could be taken. These questions, 1, 2,
5y 12, 19, 23, 25, 28, 29, 33, 39, L5, and 49, should
thercefore be dropped from future use of the survey.
Of the questions retained that did not fall into a cate-~
gory, three did provide useful information. Number 22
provides useful information on problem solving,
number 31 on shift information, and 43 on shop loca-
tion, and therefore should be retained in their ovn
category. Civilian information was droppecd as a cate=-
gory because there would be no control over the situation

oncc the data was gathered. That makes the new total

number of areas cqual to 20.
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\iith this reduction in the size of the question-
nairc, therc is plenty of room for additional questions
by the squadron commander using the instrument. He can
check on any areas of particular interest to him that
are not covered by the survey questions,

The answer sheet should be changed to delete the

responses for the demographic questions on time in
squadron and months of total servicees I did not use
this data, and these items caused confusion on the
section response., Of course, the extra questions will
also be delected as indicateds Even with demographic
responses counted as questions, the number would nowv
stand at 44. Since it took a maximum of 15 minutes to
complete beforc, it should now be about 10 minutes long.
This is important to any potential user as it will keep
the required time dovwn to a very reasonable figurec.
The expected benefits should far outweigh the time spent
in taking the survey. The response should also be great-
er considering the amount of time and effort being asked
of someone who is asked to complete the questionnaire.

The questionnaire should be administerecd at the work
centers as before to insurethe same high ratec of rcturn
and low loss of time to individuals taking the survey.
In view of the positive results of the first survey,
squadron mcmbers should be more interested than before
since they now know they will be listened to, wherc

before there was no guarantee their ideas would be heard
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or acted on,

Since data processing at the basc level is very
difficult to arrange, I recommend that thc next time
my survey is used, the results be sent tb AFMPC/MPCYPS,
Randolph AFB, Texas, for processing. First of all, they
have the computer program already written and opcrational.
Secondly, when they see the data produced by my survey,
they may wish to incorporate some parts of my survey
into theirs. Finally, AFMPC/MPCYPS is probably the
place that will ultimately be responsibile for the 0D
program should the Air Force clect to adopt onc.

I further recommend, based on thc results of this
study, that the Air Force modify thc Organizational
Climate Survey program to include a change agent or
consultant at each base. This would preclude eaéh organ-
ization from having to have a man well verscd in sta-
tistics in order to use the survey. i/hile cach squadron
may not have such a person, each basc certainly will.

In addition, this person will be someone from outside
the organization to provide an unbiased vicw on the
data. This is also more economical than having an
individual change agent with each organization in the
Air Force. The change agent is one reason I fcel my
75% rcsponse rate as opposed to the Air Force cxperience
of 56-60% occurred.

The other reason for this responsc rate is the

shorter lcength of my survey instrument. Vith the
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Air Force survey over twice as long as the one I used,

this could well be a factor. The Air Force should have

a large enough data base to know things in carecr ques-

tions that will not change rapidly over time. These f
items could well be dropped to make a shorter, but

equally as meaningful survey. The added responsc rate

will increase the reliability of the data duc to the |

larger percentage of the population being sampled,

Some corbination of my instrument and the 0OCS
would probably be the best system to use. ‘'Vhen Ran-
dolph gets the data from the second use of my survey,
they can make a decison based on that information.,

Bach base already has a survey section in its
consolidated base personnel office, With very little
additional training, one of its staff members could
attain the expertise required to act as a change agent
for that base., This training would be a small price
to pay for the gain in effectiveness of the OCS program.

What is done with the data is probably the most
crucial step in an OD programe. This is where the aid
of a change agent would be most beneficial. 'If the
survey instrument was outstanding, the response was good,
the data was meaningful, and the results prescented back
in a timely manner, it would all be for nothing if it
was not acted upon.

My only other recommendation for improvement of

the OCS concerns publicity for the program. It is




currently publicized through major commands and to the
individual base dircctors of personnel. The base dir-
ector then informs squadron and wing commanders any way
he chooses.

With wider dissemination of the fact that the

program exists, and the assurancc that somcone will be

there to explain it to them, they will probably usc it

more. As it stands, the squadron commander wishing to
use the program contacts Randolph AFB, is sent one copy
of the questionnaire, a user's guide, and some ansver
sheets.. He is then on his own to implement the progran.
This study indicates.to me that the Air Force
could benefit from a servicewide OD program. T[urther-
more, the changes required to implement it would‘be

minimal,
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APPINDIX A

Air Force Organizational

Climate Survey Factors

by Item

Factor
Achievement
Assignment Locality
Commitment
Communication
Concern for Individual
Confidence in Management
Contribution/Participation
Group Cohesion/Viorker Relations
Identification
Independence
Interest
Organizational Effectiveness
Pay & Benefits, iconomic Security
Personal Growth & Development
Promotion Opportunities
Recognition
Responsibility
Supervision
Utilization

viorking Conditions

Taken from page 1II-12 of the Organizational Climate User's

Item
3516,27,59.
842L4,61,80,93.
byliliy65,67,814
2929,45,78,83.
13,31,48,69.
11,32,37,53.
1552630, 3Ly 46 o
5517535,147,73.
993645505734
18,540,614 ,76.
19539,60,70,86.
20441456,82,92.
7925951485,
21,52,62,70,75,77.
10533,52,68,89.
38563587,914
6528,49,57.
1514523,42,55,664,71,79,88.
2244345874590
125501972, 8L

Guidee
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

1. All statemen:ts may be answared by filling in appropriate spaces on the answer
sheet. If you do nor f£ind the exact answer that reflects your opinion, use the

one that is closast to it. Do not answer in the survey booklet; use the separate .
answer sheet. i i

2. The answer sheet is designed for machine scanning of your responses. Pleasa _ b
use a Number 2 pencil and observe the following requirements: ;

~ Make heavy black mark3s that fill the spaces.
- Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change.

- Make no stray markings of any kind on the answer sheet.

- Do not staple, tear or fold the answer sheet.

3. Below is a list of key words and their definitions as they are used in this
survey:

UNIT/ORGANIZATION: your Squadron/Division

SUPERVISOR/30SS: the person to whom you report Zdirectly (the
raporting official on your performance repor<)

' WNORK GROUP: all those persons who report to the same 3upervisor :
—as you do

) MANAGEMENT: levels of management from 3Squadron/Division through
' T Aiang/Center

CIVILIAN SERVICE: all appropriated and non-appropriated civilian
amployees .

N . SECTION I

Seginning on the next page are a series of statements about your job. 0Using
the scaie below, you ara to indicate how much you agree or disagree with each

statement. . ‘ .
% STRONGLY SLIGHTLY  NEITHER AGREE  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY )
i SAGREE AGREE
DISAGREE DISAGRE DISAGREE ~ NOR DISAGREE AGREE AGREE
A B C D E F G
Mar% A in the answer sheet if£ you STRCNGLY DISAGREE .
Mark 3 * " " “ = "e DISAGREE
Mark C " * " " " " SLIGHTLY DISAGREE
Mark 0 " " . " " " NEITHER AGREE NOR ‘DISAGREE
Mark E " " " " * " SLIGHTLY AGREE
Marx £ " " " " " & AGREE
Mark G " " . " " " STRONGLY AGREE

" The scale above will ba at the top of each page in this sactidn. ?Please
respond o every statement. While some of the statements may apoear similar &9
sach other, no two statements are idsntical. ?2lease do not j0 back to pravious
statements, Try tO give as accurate a picture as possibie of your feaelings and
opinions akout all aspects of your unit.

CO NOT STAPLE OR OTHERWISE DAMAGE THE ANSWER SHEET.
b CONTINUE ON TQ NEXT PAGE




58

STRONGLY SLIGHTLY NEITHER AGREE  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
. DISAGREE DISAGREE  prsaGREE  NOR DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  agaer

l.
z'

10.
11.
12,
13.
14.

1s.

16.
17.
13.
19.
20.

21.
22.

3.

24,
25,

26.

I L I l | | I
A B c D E F 5

My supervisor sets an example by working hard.

Information is usually widely shared in my unit so that those who make the
decisions will base their decisions on the baest available know-how.

In looking back, it is difficult to point to my accomplishments on the jab.

I feal I am doing something important by serving as a member of the Air Force

tean.

I hava confidence and trust in the persons in my work group.

The opportunity to take on new rasponsibilities is available if I want 1it.
I feesl my career provides sufficient sconomic security.

The recreational opportunities in this geographic area are satisfactory.

In general, I am more satisfied with my unit as compared =0 other units =2
wnich l've seen assigned.

1 have a good chance for promotion.

For most situations I have confidence and trust in my unit management.
For the most part, my working hours are not excessive.

Management racognizes my ability.

My supervisor tries to strike a balance betwaeen people needs and »roduction
needs.

I would say that the lowast level supervisogs in my organization usually
have enough say or influence about what .goes on. .

Most of the time ! get a feeling of achievement from my job.
Persons in my work group are friendly and sasy to approach,
In general, I decide for myself how to accomplish a job.

I do not look forward to coming to work aach day.

The people in my unit seem to get maximum output from the resources (money,
people, equipment, atc.) they have avajilablae.

My Job provides an opportunity for career broadening.

In my job I utilize my civilian/military education and training.

Most of the time my supervisor will not back me up.

All things Eonside:ed, I am satisfied with living 'in this geographic area.

Most of the time my military/civilian service pay i3 adequate to cover the
basic expenses with a little left ovar,.

I do not beliave my job contributas a lot to the success of my unit's mission.
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STROMGLY SLIGHTLY NEITHER GGREE  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE  pISAGREE  NOR DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  agper
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27. In my job I have tha chance to feel I am accocmplishing something.
28. I am often given responsibility for a tctal project.

! 29. My immediate supervisor usually tells me what's going on at higher levels of .
management.

2 30. In mv unit, emplovees who 4o not supervise others have an adequate amount of
say or influence on what goes on.

| Jl. Management 3hows respect for me as a parson.
32, Most of the time the right decisions are made at upper levels of supervision.

33. Opportunity for promotions in my career field/job series is fair and
equitable.

34. Tor the most »art, I have no impac: on work objectives. They are announced
with no opportunity to participate or contribucte.

J5. The people in my unit work together effectively as a team.

16. I feel very little loyalty toward my unit.

37. Management in my unit is capabie of operating cffeccively under stress.

38. When I do a good job I can expect praise from my supervisor: .
33, My job is boring.

40. I have a say in setting my work goals.

41. The quality of work producad by the peopls ‘in my unit is not too good.

-42. My supervisor handles the technical side of his/her job well =-=- for example,
general expertness, knowledge of job, tachnical skills needed in his her
profession or trada.

43. There is not auch similarity between my abilities and the requirements 3£ my
job.

3 44. The people in my work unit believe that they are doing something important
for the country by working in the Air Porcs.

45. Our work unit recaives little information about what is going on in other
sections or branchaes.

i et -Liuy

e

46. In my job I make a neaningful contribution to the organization.

{ 47, Persons ia my work group know Jnat thair jobs are and kaow how to 4o them
! well.
J] I

48, Management cares what happens to me.

49. I usually don't get the chance to handls the tough and highly visible
l projects.

«
N
3
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v
&




e e SRS ok ot e

60

! -

STRONGLY SLIGHTLY  MEITHER AGREE  SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
DisaGREE  DISAGREE nicaGREE  NOR DISAGREE  AGREE  AGREE  acpee
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50, I feel a real responsibility to help the organization be successful.

R T

51. My military/civilian service income provides me with an acceptable standard
of living. .

4

52. My praesent job assignment ofters‘the ocpportunity for future advancement. .

53. Upper levels of management do not understand the broblems I face in doing my
job.

5S4, 1In general, my work schedule is flexible enough so that I can make personal
plans.

. 35. My supervisor has poor leadership qualities.
'; 56. Most of t£e time my unit meets mission requirements.
ﬁ 57. Very little responsibility goes with my job.
% 58. My work assignment is challenging.
59. Rarely do my efforts lead to positive results.,
60. I enjov ay job.

; 61, I dislike the geographic area to which I am assigned.

62, I feel I have the chance to "grow” in my job. : . ’
! 63. My unit usually recognizes good performance.
64. Rarely am I given the opportunity to make decisions for myself.
65. I am proud to be a member 5f the Air Forcéd team.
; . 66. My supervisor is not effective in handling personnel problems.
1 §7. I sea the Air Torce as a way of life and not s3imply a place %o work.
£8. Promotions are ysually based on performance and ability.
§9. My anit is not sensitive to the problems of the individual.

70. My job givaes me the chance to "dig deeper" into work activitias which
interest me.

[ 71. MyAsupervisor is well qualified for his/her job.

72. Working conditions are usually baelow average.

SRR e

! 73. Morale in my organization is goecd. .
: 74. My present assignment does not give me the chance to do the kind of work I
i do best.

i . 75. My job provides no new challenges.

i l 76. 1 generally decide ﬁhe work methods and procaeduras to:‘&y job.

f""‘i NS TR FOPRIRED % b
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STRONGLY SLIGHTLY  NEITHER AGREE  SLIGHTLY STROMGLY
l DisacaeE  DISAGREE  picacher  wom misaReE agRer AOREE  yemer
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77. gh::e is very limited opportunity for personal growth and development in my
ob.

78. Our work unit is usually aware of important events and situations.

79. My supervisor is not a capable indlvidualt

s i Vsl i b AN s

80. Most of the people of this local area have a positive attitude toward Air
Force emploveas.

81l. The Air Force usually tries to take care of its own.

82. The people in my unit do a poor job in anticipating problems that may come up
in the future and preventing them rfrom occurring.

83, When decisions are being made in my unit, the persons who will ba afiected
most are asked for their ideas.

3 84. Working conditions assoclated with my job ares acceptable. ;

} 85. I feel secure that I will be able to make ands meet on my military/civilian
service pay.

36, I get to 40 a lot of interesting work in my present job.

87, I am usually given the opportunity to present the results of my work to
others.

88. I have confidence and trust in my supervisor. : ’

39. Promotion policy is unfair,

99. In general, most of my skills and abilities are being used in my prasant job.

91. My job does not give ma much opportunity “or recognition.

.92, 1In general, when emergencies arise, such as short suspenses, crash programs,
and schedule changes, the people in my unit do a poor job in handling these
situations.

93. I am satisfied with the number and types of social activitieg in the
surrounding area.

o b A S

CONTINUE ON TO NEXT PAGE
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SECTION II i
Not
at All Moderately Extremely
Important Impoztant nportant i
L L 4 n - ; 4
L v ¥ T 1 1 1
A B c D E F G !

Listed below in items 94~-113 are a number of factors and their descriptions '
which are often used to describe organizational well being. ;

Using the scale above, please indicate the amount of importance you personally
place on each of these factors. Mark the appropriate letter of the scale next to . i
the approoriate number on the answer sheet. Ffor example, if you feel that ;
ACHIZVEMENT is between not important and moderately important, then darken either . %;
the B or C oval next to number 94 on the answer sheet. I[£, however, you lael ;
ACHIEVEMENT i3 extremely important, then you would mark G on cha answer sheect.
Indicate only now important 2ach factor is to you, not how satisfied you currently
are with asach factor in your organization.

94. ACHIEVEMENT - Feelings of accomplishment derived Zrom job performance. The
pride and pleasura associated with a job well done.

'

]

i

i

I

? 9s. ASSIGNMENT LOCALITY - The desirability of the current assignment locality.

H Includes characteristics of tha base as well as charactaristics of the

! surrounding communicy.

i

! 96. COMMITMENT - A f2eling or baelief that the Air Force mission is important to

f : our country. Dedication to the mission. Acceptanca of the Air Torca as a
way of life. Purpose for belonging to the Air Force joes beyond monetary

| raward.

97. COMMUNICATION ~ Adequacy of communication struycture. =frae flow of djialoque
i up, down and across organizational structure. Well defined feedback loops.

9a. CONCERN FOR INDIVIDUAL - Belief that management cares about the welfara of
each person. The person is not “rsated as just another worker but as a’
unique individual.

L]
99. CONFIDENCZ IN MANAGEMENT - 3eliaf that leaders make the right decisions most
of the tima. Management is heading in tha right direction.

100. CONTRIBUTION/PARTICIPATICN - The Eeelinq that zhe individual's work is valu~
able ®o tha Air Force. The individual has an impact on the mission. The
i individual is a part 2f the decision and management brocesses, and assists
! in establishing the gjoals of the organizacion.

| 101. GROUP COHESION/WORKER RELATIONS - The compatibility of coworkers. Includes . °
; characteristics of coworkers such as how friendly, cooperative, competent, -
and sociable they ara.

102. IDENTIFICATION =~ Individual considers himself/herself as a member of a spe-
cial group. The individual is not only a worker but also a part of the Air
Force and unit.

103. INDEPENDENCE - The chance for the individual to plan and sarry out work
activities rather than be dirscted bv others. The chance to work with mini=-
mal supervision, and to have some independenca in planning and implementing
+4orK.

104. INTEREST - The chance to perform work activitias which are -onsistent with
personal preferances or interests. Tha chance to do work which is
pleasurabla.

I o B A T WS e T naIY: Ml BRI 3 e
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105. ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS - The quality and gquantity of work is consistent
: with the capabilities of the orqganizational personnel. Productivity is
- : at the higheat level; people are doinq the best they can.

T

106. PAY AND BENEFITS/ECONOMIC SECURITY - The level of pay and the desirability . :
of military/civilian service benefits. Included (as applicable) are incen- ’ : 3
tive pay, retirement, medical care or insurance, BX, commissary, etc. Feeling
that the job is secure even if aecanomic situation changes. The feeling that
basic needs will be met.

107. PERSONAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT - The opportunity for self-fulfillment in the

job. The chance to "grow" in the job, by developing new interasts and
skills.

,108. PROMOTION OPPORTUNITY - The operation of the military/civilian service ;!
promotion system. Includes opportunity for promotion, the criteria for :
promotion, etc. :

109, RECOGNITION - The opportunity to obtain clear recognition or appreciat:on ;
for work activities. This acknowledgement may come £rom sources inside the i
Air Porce (such as supervisor, unit commander, etc.) OF outside the Air ;]
Torce (community, Zamily, etc.) Included i3 recognition based on tne work ;
performad rather than the position occupied.

A 110. RESPONSIBILITY - The amount of responsibility for your actions, decisions,
E i and their consequences. Iacludes responsibility for the welfare of people,
3 for accomplishment o€ a mission, ﬂor tools or equipment and other ntopertv,
: or for financial assets.

111. SUPERVISION - The ability of the boss or supervisor to handla human or social
situations on the job. The amount »f concern displayed by supervisor for the
welfare of nis/her seople. The competenca displayed by supervisor dealing

H with taechnical sroblems encountered in the job. Supervisor's abilxty to
develop tachncial skills in his/her peopls. :

112, UTILIZATION - The extent to which the job makes use ot indiv;dual abilities, .
raining, and expertise.

113, @WORKING CONDITIONS =~ Characteristics of immediate work area, such as
lizhting, noise lavel, cleanliness, work space, atc. Also included are
charactaristics such as duty hours and tine oféf, .

CONTINUE ON TO NEXT PAGE
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SECTION III

Refaer to the ladder illustrated below. Regarding your working environmenc,
(including the nature of the job, worker relations, etc.) suppose that the top of
the ladder (step A) represents the bes: possible work life and the bottom (step G)

the worst possible work lifa. ]

D

i n

114. Where on the ladder do you feel you stand at the present time? Select the
letter that corrasponds to your answer.

115. Where on the ladder would you say you stood one year 19o?

116. Whers do you think vou will ba on the laddar one vear Zrom now?

4 Looking at the ladder again, suppase the bast 203sible unxt {3 at the top and
worse 2ossible init at the bottom.

117, Where would you put your unit on tha ladder at
the srasent time?

i
. 1] . ,
# 118. Where do you think your unit stood one vear aqgo? E 11
i pH - gne Jeetr 239 ﬂ A-ﬂ. 3EST
! I£ you feel you have not been in your unit long
enough to give a good evaluation, mark response j H
4 "H" on the answer sheet for Itam 118. H 31,
C y
119, Just as your best guess, where do you, think your H c ]
. unit will be on the ladder one year Zrom now? b q° ' .
] . : 1 D’,Eo
' f ;
| q -z <. i
14 [§ O 1
i § E'_:‘ .
[ , ’ 1 B
, ' ' -G dl.| worsT ;
3 &J i

CONTINUE ON TO NEXT PAGZ
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SECTION IV

For the following questions choose the response that best reflects your feeling
about your job. Darken the letter that most accurately reflects your feelings.

120.

121.

122.

123,

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING SHOWS HOW MUCH OF THE TIME YOU FEEL SATISFIED
WITE YOUR JOB?

A. All the time

8., Most of the time

C. A good deal of the time

D. About half of the time K .
£. Occasionally
F. Saldom

G. Never

CHOOSE THE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS WHICH BEST TELLS HOW WELL YOU
LIXE YOUR JOB.

-

A. I hate it .
3. I dislike it

C. I don't like it

D. I am ipdifferent to it

E. I like it

F. I am enthusiastic about it

G. I love it

WHICH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 3EST TELLS HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT CHANGING ‘fQUR JOB?

A. I would quit this job at once if I could

B. I would take almost any other joh in which I could earn as much as I am

: earning now . ]

C. I would like to change both my job and my occupation

D. I would like %o exchange ny present job for another one

E. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a
better job

F. I cannot think of any jobs for which I would exchange

G. I would not exchange my job for any other

WHICH ONE OF THE TOLLOWING SHOWS HOW YOU THINK YOU COMPARE WITH OTHER PEOPLE?

. <
A. No ona liXes his job better than I like mine '
8. I like my job much better than most people like :heirs
C. I like my 'job better than Rost deople like theirs
D. I like ay job about as well as most people like zheirs
E. I dislike my job more than most people iislike *theirs
F. 1 dislike my job much more than most peoplae dislike thexzs
G. Yo one dislikes th job more than I: dxalike mine

‘
N t

CONTINUE QN TQO NEXT PAGE
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124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

SECTION V

To which group do you belong?

A.

o1, 02, 03

04, 05, 06 S

E‘l, E—2, E-3' 8-4 (Sr Nnn)

E-4 (Sgt), E-5, E-6

E-7, E-8, E-9

GS 12-15, WS 14-19, WL- 15 UA-12

GS 7-11, WS 8-13, WL 6-14, WG 12-15, WP 17 18, UA 7-11
GS 5-6, WS 1-7, WL 1-5, WP 11-16, UA 5-6

GS 1-4' WG 1-8' WP 4-10’ UA 1-4, all AS’ NA' NL

you a supervisor in your present job?

Yes
No

What is your sex?

A.

. B L]

Male
FPemale

What is your racial or ethnic background?

AC
B.

c.
D.

E."
F.’

What is your aeronautical rating?-

A,

B.
c.

‘Rican, Latin American, Cuban)

.Other.‘

Black/Black American/Afro American

.Orlental/Orlental American (Filipino, Chinese. Japanese,

Korean, Asian American)
Spanish Speaking Origin (Chicano, Mexican American, Puerto

Caucasian/White (Other than Spanish Speaklng)
American Indian

N/A, non-rated p
Pilot
Navigator




APPLNDIX C
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P05 Factor Signjficance of This Study P< 001

Factor - Rank Race Sex MS Age Sect Shift

Coordination * % *% * %

6355547

squipment .
30440 *

o Tt AP o vy

P

lanning
11,15. **

Coviorkers
57942

Jjob Assignnent

16,

N Dt oty

Pisciplinc
53

i‘airness
6,7. * * * * %

Support .
13,41,42.,

Revrards o . N .
18,27,

)ccision lMaking

20,32,3[}. * * * % *

'raining

By 1he _ *

Job Performance
9,10. *

information I'lov
L, Informal

17 _Formal * *
supervision
1320532, 3,441, ** o

cesponcibility Level wx | o :

L
C e

Commitment M | &
l 6943 *

fPolicy -
| 21,38, bk

Civilian

‘ P
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APPENDIX D

Feedback Information

OQVERALL EXCEPTIONAL ARSAS QUESTION 7# % FAVORABLE RESP,.
JOB PiRFORMANCE 9,10 8645
JOB ASSIGNMNT 16 76.2
COVORKIRS 3742 7642
MANNING 11,15 7641 3
POLICY 21,38, 44 7101
SUPPORT 13,41,42 67.4
OV RALL PROBL&M ARTAS QUESTION # % FAVORABLE RESP.
INFORMATION FLOW Ly17 30.7
DISCIPLINE 38 L34
CIVILIAN INFORMATION 2 Ll j
R.IARDS 18,27 49.2 '
1
DIMOGRAPHICS 1
RACE: Generally no difference except question 6.
SHIFT: No significant differences in fairness or info. i
SEX: o ;ignificant differences, but slightly lower score.

ACli: Significant for
Coordination- linecar
Fairness— 25153,5,4
Rewards—- 24143,5,4
Decision making= 245133554
Supervision- 2,1,3,5,4

Responscibility- 1=2,4,3,5

NOT.s: Scores on Age from lowest to highest by categories on
ansvier sheet,




MARITAL STATUS: Significant for
Coordination, fairness, rewards, decision making,
training, job performance, supervision, commitment,

Married better in all.

RANK: Significant for
Coordination, discipline, fairness, support, rewards,
decision making, supervision, responsibility, cimmit-

ment, Linear military, civilian uneven.

SuCTION: Significant for
squipment- Fab, klect, R&R, Insp.
Manning- Trans maint, Egress, NDI,

. Discipline- Elect, Fab,

Fairnecss- Zlect, T-43, Eng.
Rewards- Ilcct, T-43, Ing, R&R, AGT.
Decision making- Tlect, T-43.
Training- Systcems Branch,

PROBL:HS TO WORK ON:

Information 1low Training

Digcipline Internal Communications
Civilian Information Coordination

Rewvards Squadron Functions

Sports Participation

69
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POSITIVE FACTORS

Civilians prefer additional information from commander on civilian employment.
Close sunervision is not required.

lost know what is expected of them in their job.
Overall manning is good.(enough time for work)

Work crew size is large enough.

Being on time for work is emphasised.

Most know where to go to solve problems,

Most don't have too many meetings to attend.

ltost would volunteer for overtime if neccessary.

35-10 is emphasised,

Fellow workers are seen as helpful and encouraging.
Suvnervisors seen as someone to talk to about nroblems.
Fellow workers support good job.

Shons gemerally well located.

Sunervisors generally have "open door" policies.

FROM: # SO SECTIONS MENTIONED
k.ission accomnlishment. Sq. CC and First Sergeant
Atmosvhere Inspection section

x s Machine shop
Supervision and management.

Fabricati
All areas. ahrication

. H ,
Safety Chem plating and Heat treating

70
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NEGATIVE FACTORS

Inadequate information on civilian employment factors. (CFO)
Inaccurate runors.

Formal communications channels slow,

Apnronriateness of rewards.

wxtra hard work not always rewarded.

Work delays due to coordination with another shop.
Understanding punishment policies.(Knowing where they stand.)
Promotion system fairmess, (Especially enlisted)

Oninion of the Air Morce has not increased here.(AF wide factors enter here)
Gpward mobility is blocked for some.

Over and under manningz.

supoly oroblems for some shops.

Shon location for engine shobp.

From 50 SiCTIONS LENTIONED
sunervision, management, top sup visibility. Hosp

Intemal communications at all levels, Job control
Yraining on kL and AGE, esp on arrival, supply
i.orale. T-43 ¥L

LCoordination between Job, lLaint suv, spec shops, shifts.

iiiscinline Trms maint, NDI, manning
Sports particivation/Sq functions NP AGE equip and upkeep

unwerd mobility blocked. £lect shop no open door

working conditions., CPo

Equal treatment, I.il/Civ relationship.,

Awards and recosnition, sunport, getting rid of poor performers, 35-10.

I written change notice.

71
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323%3rd FMS Organizational Chart
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Section Codes

SECTION

Orderly Room
Adnministrative
T-37 Flight

T-37 Ilightline
T=-37 Recovery

T=45 Flight
Inspection Section
T=37 Inspection
T-43 Inspeciion
CTK

Transient Maintenance
Aerospace Systems
Repair/Reclamation
Tire Shop

T'uel

Dlectric

Lgress
Pneudraulics
Fabrication

NDI

Corrosion

Metal Processing
Chem/Clcan
Structural Repair
ilachine

‘urvival iquipment

r.rine

~d AG

APPENDIX F

~anc . Jupervsion

CoDI

10
11
12
20
30
31
32
33
40
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
71
80
81
90
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H
ITEML )
RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUM f
ABSDLUTE FrEQ FREQ FREQ :
CATEGORY LAREL cone FREQ (CT (F'CT 3 (FCT) §J
1

; 2, 5 2,4 6.8 9e
3, 14 - 7.8 21,9 31.5 .

4 33 16.0 45,2 76.7

j 5 17 8.3 23.3 100.0 .
4 0 133 64.6 MISSING »
3 TOTAL. 2b4 100.0 100.,0 ¥
} ME &N 3,795 MEDIAN 3,909 ST DEV 971 ;
f VALID CASES 73 MISSING CASES 133

Phos Sl

ITEM2

X RELATIVE ADJUSTEL CUN )
, ARSOLUTE FREQ FREC FREQ
j CATEGORY LAKEL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) .
i E
g 1. 13 6.3 18.1 18.1 ¥
; 1 3
! 2, 17 8.3 23,4 41.7 2
-g 3, 10 4,9 13.9 55, 4 Y
" |
i
; 4, 30 14,6 a1.7 97,2
i
: 5. 2 1,0 2,8 100.0
i

0 134 635.0 MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.875 MEDIAN 3.100 STDh DEV 1ed

3
*J
[

VALIUu CASES 72 MISSING CABES 134

] e o—— L nmed) — —
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ITEM3
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUN
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ ;
CATEGORY LABCL  COUE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FET) %
1, 3 105 4.2 .2 1
2. 8 3.9 11.1 15.3
3. 10 4.9 13,9 29,2 ?
4 25 17.0 48.6 77.8
5. 16 7.8 22,2 100.0
| 0 134 65,0  MISSING
f TOTAL 206 100.,0 1000
: MEAMN 3,736  MEDIAN 3.929  STD DEV 1,061
; UALIN CASES 72 MISSING CASES 134
|
’ 3
ITEMN
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATELORY LAEEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCTY  (FCT)
1, 46 22,3 22,5 22,5
] 2, 66 32.0 32,4 54,9 gi
3, 50 24,3 24,5 79.4 x
4, 39 18.9 19.1 98.5
Se 3 1.5 1.5  100,0
0 2 1.0  MISSING
TOTAL 204 100.0 100.0
MEAN 2,446  MEDIAN 2.348  STD DEV 1.084

VALID CASES 204 MISSING CASES
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ITEMS

CATEGORY

MEAN

val.Ih

ITEMS

CATEGORY LAREL

MEAN

VALID

Cases

CASES

LAEEL

CODE

TOTAL

3,459
20%

CODE

1.

2,

3.

4,

S

0

TOTAL
3,398
201

KELATIVE
ABSOLUTE

FREQ

14 6.8

40 19,4

14 6.8

132 54,4

20 1241

1 5

206 100,0
MEDT &

MIGHTHG CASBESD

RELATIVE

ARSOLUTE FREQ

FREQ (FCT?

17 8.3

39 16435

27 13.1

?8 47 .6

23 12.1

S 2.4

206 100.0
MEDIAN

MISSING CASES

3.808

3.730

ADJUSTED
rrEQ
(FCT)
668
19.5
6108

4,

s 8

&

rJ

12,
MIGSING
100.0

STO DEV

ATLUSTED
FRER
(FCT)
8.5
16.9
13.4
48.8
12,4

MISSING

100.0

STDh DEV

CuM
FREQ
(FCT)
6.8
26,3
33,2
87.8

100.0

CUH
FREQ
(FCT)
8.9
25.4
38.8
87.6

100.0

1,140

1.158
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ITEMY

CATEGORY LakEL  COLE
1.
2,
3,
Ay
; 5.,
! 0
TOTAL
! HEAN 3,424
Q VALIN CASES 205
A
I
i
ITEMS
CATEGORY LABEL — CODE
1.
! 2,
2,
4.
5.
{
0
TOTAL
MEAN 2,580
VALID CASES 205

79

RELATIVE  ALJUSTED CuM
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
FREQ (CT) (FCT) (FCT)
17 8.3 8.3 8.3
34 16,5 1646 24,9 §
21 10,2 10,2 35.1
111 53,9 54,1 89.3
22 10,7 10.7 100,0
1 N MISSING
204 100,90 100.¢
MEDTAN 3775 STD LEV 1,138
MISSING CASES 1
RELATIVE  ADJUSTEDR Cu
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREG FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
43 20,9 21,0 21,0
86 41,7 42,0 62,9
12 5.8 5.9 £8.8
42 20,4 20.5 89,3
22 10.7 10,7 100.0
1 5 MISSING
206 100.0 100,0
MEDIAN 2,192 STh DEY 1.313
MISSING CASES 1 '




ITEMY

CATEGORY

ME AN

Val.In

ITEMLO

LABEL

CASES

CATEGORY LARBEL

MEAN

VaLID

CASES

ABSOLUTE

COnE FREQ

1. 1

el
o

A
2086

MEDIAN

MISSING

ABSOLUTE

COnNE FRERQ

4
8

23

71
1

TOTAL 206

4,098 MEDIAN

208

MISSING

RELATIVE
FREQ
(FPCT)

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(FCT)

MISESING

100.0 100.0

4,577 ST DEV

CASES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FLT)

1,9

2,0

X.9 3.9

11.2 it.2

48,1 48.3

34.6

o3

MISSING

100.0 100.0

4.182 STD DEV

CASES




81 :

ITEM11
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGURY LAREL COTE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1, 47 22,8 23,2 23,2
2, 84 41,7 42,4 65.5
3, 18 8.7 8.9 74,4
a, 34 16,5 16,7 91,1
5, 18 8,7 8.9 100.0
! 0 3 1.5 MISSING
i TOTAL 206 100,0 100.0
. MEAN 2,458 . NEDIAN 2,134 81D DEY 1.259
|
| VALID CAHSES 203 MISSING CASES 3
!
i
|
{
g 3 ITEMLIZ
% ) RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
i AESOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
. CATEG./Y LABEL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCTY . (FCT)
' ' =" 10 7 504 304 304
! - 2, 2% 12.1 12,3 15,7
| .
3 b

| a, 88 42,7 43,1 93,1
; ‘ <, 14 6.8 6.9 100.0

0 1.0 MISSING

[

TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0

MEAN 3.377 MEDIAN 3.3500 8TDh DEV 210

VALID CASES 204 iMISBING CABES 2




R
ITEML3
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL ~ CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) FLT)
: 1. 19 9.2 9.3 93
% 2, 20 9.7 9.8 19,0
% 3. 52 25,2 25,4 44,4
j 4, 84 40.8 41,0 85,
5. 30 14,6 14,6  100.0
0 1 W5 MISSING
! TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0
MEAN 3,420 MEDINAN 3,637  STD DEV 1e137
4 VALID CASES 205 MISEING CASES 1
j
1 ITEN14
RELATIVE ADJUSTEDL  CUM
: . ABSOLUTE  FRET FREQ FRED ;
; CATEGORY LAREL  CODE  FREQ (FOT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 11 5.3 5.4 544
2. 4% 21.8 22,0 27.3
3 42 20,4 20.5 47.8
4, 87 42,2 42.4 90,2
5.4 20 9.7 9.8  100.0
0 1 5 MISSING g
_TOTAL 206 - 100.0 100.0 i
MEAN 3,293  MEDIAN 3.552  STD DEV 1.081
VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1
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ITEMLIS

CATECORY LABEL

ME Bt

VAL I CASES

TTEMLS

CATEGORY LARCL

MEAN

VALID CASES

MELIINAN

RELATIVE

83

ALRSOLUTE FREQ
FREQ (FCT)

51 24,

126 61

7 K
17 8.3
3 1.5
2 1.0
206 100.0

MISSING CASES

i

1.903

ADJUSTED cuM

FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FCT)
25.0 2540
61.8 86.8
3.4 90,2
8.3 98.5
1.5 100.0
MISSING
100.0
STD LEV

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CuM

AESOLUTE FREQ

FREQ (FCT)
53 25.7
101 49,0
24 11.7
19 P
5 2.4
. 4 . 1.9
206 1¢0.0
MEDIAN

MISSING CASES

1.973

FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FCT)
26.2 26.2
50.0 7642
1.9 88.1

?.4 P75

2.5 100.0

MISSING

100.0

STDh DEV




84
ITEM17
RELATIVE ALJUSTED CUi
ARSOLUTE FREG FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 23 11,2 11.2 11.2
2. 71 34,5 34,04 45,9
. 27 131 13.2 59,0
4, b6 32,0 32,2 91.2
5, 18 8.7 8.8 100.0
0 1 o5 MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0
ME AN 2,927 MED AN 2,815 87D DEV 1,212
UALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1
ITEMi8
RELAOTIVE ANJUSTED CUM
AESOLUTE FRREQ FREQ FREDQ
CATEGORY LAEEL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 35 1740 17.2 17.2
2, 45 21.8 22,1 39.2
3, 23 11,2 11.3 50,5
4, 72 35.0 35,3 85.8 ?
j : S 29 14.1 14.2 100.,0
‘ 0 2 1,0 MISSING
TOTAL 206 - 100.0 100.0
MEAN 3.074 MEDIAN 3,457 STIN LEV 1.354
VALID CASES 204 MISSING CASES 2




ITEML?

RELATIVE  ADJUSTED cuM

ARSOLUTE  FRER FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL  CODE R (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 15 743 7.4 7.4
2. 29 19.9 19,2 26,6
3. 24 11,7 11.8 38,4
4. 82 39,8 40.4 78.8
5. 13 20,9  21.2 100.,0 :
0 3 1.5  MISSING |
TOTAL 206 106,90 106, 0
ME AN 3,438 MEDIA ! 3.787  SID DEV 1,026
VALID CASES 207 MISSING (A0S 3
ITEN20
RELATIVE  ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSCLUTE  REQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1, 15 7.3 7.3 7.3
2. 24 11.7 11.7 19,0
3. 34 16.5 1646 35.6
4. 104 505 50.7 86,3
S, 28 13.6 13,7 100.0
0 1 \5  MISSING
" qoTaL 206 100,0 100.0
MEAN 3.517  MEDIAN 3.784  STDh DEV 1,094
VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1




ITEMZ21

CHATEBORY LNEEL CAQRE
1o
2
3.
4.
5o
0
YOTAL
MEAN 4,123
VaLID CASED 204
ITEN22
CATEGORY LakEL CONE
i.
2
' 3.
4,
S
0
l TOTAL
l MEAN 4,020
Val.IDr CASES 204

86

ARSOLUTE
FIER

*J

206

MEDTIAN

MISSIHNG CASES

ARSOLUTE
FREQ

3
10
20

118

53

8]

206

MEDTIAN

MISSING CASES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FRED FREQ
(FCTY (FCT?
3.4 3.4
5.8 5,9
3.9 3,9
48,1 48,5
37.9 38.2
1.0 MISSIiG
100.0 160.0
4,258 STH DEY
2
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREG FREQ
(FCT) (FCT)
1.5 1.5
4,9 4,9
9.7 9.8
5743 57,8
25,7 26,0
1,0 MISSING
100.0 100,0
4,085 STD DEV
2

RN

CUM
FRIZQ
(FCT)
3.4
9.3
13,2
61,8

100,0

P77

CUi
FREQ
(FCT2
1.5
644
1602
74.0

100.0
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ITEM23
RELATIVE ADJUSTED UM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAKEL — CONE  FREQ (FCT) GFCT) (FCT)
1. 24 11,7 11.8 11.8
2, 131 63,6 64.2 76,0 ;
3, 21 10,2 10,3 86.3 L
4, 20 5,7 9.8 96.1
5, 8 3.9 3.9 100.0
0 2 1,0  MISSING
TOTAL 206 100,06 100,0
MEAN 2,299  NEDIAM 2,095  STD LEV L9386
VALID CASES 204 MISSING CASES 2
ITEM24
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FRED
CATEGURY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1, 33 16,0 16.3 16.3
2, 90 43,7 44,3 60.6
3. 43 20,9 21.2 1.8
4, 25 12,1 12.3 94,1
5., 12 5.8 5.9  100.0
0 3 1.5  MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.,0 100.0
MEAN 2,473  MEDIAN 2,261  STD DEV 1.087
VALID CASES 203 MISSING CASES 3 ‘

[T RPN LAY SRV L . o
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ITEM2S
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUN
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAKEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 68 33,0 33.2 33,2
2, 89 43,2 43.4 76.6
3. 23 11.2 11.2 87.8 5
4. 12 5.8 5.9 93,7
5. 13 6.3 6.3 100.0
0 1 .5 MISSING
TOTAL 206 1000 100,0
MEAN 2,088  MEDIAN 1.888  STD DEV 1,117
VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1 }
| ITEN26
; RELATIVE ADJUSTED cuM
: ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREG FREQ
‘ CATEGORY LAREL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
% :' 1. 34 1645 16,6 16.6
; 2, 107 51,9 52,2 68.8
| 3. 27 13,1 13.2 82.0
T " 4, = 23 11.2 11.2 93.2
| l 5. 14 6.8 6.8  100.0
§ 0 1 o5  MISSING
§ l TOTAL 206  100.0 100.0
| MEAN 2.395  MEDIAN 2,140  STD DEV 1.100
I VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1
i
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ITEM27

CATEGDRY LAREL CODE

1

1,

TOTAL
MEAN 3.083

VALID CASES 204

ITEM28

CATEGORY LABEL COneE

1.

MEAN 2,624

VALID CASES 205

AERSOLUTE

FREQ

+J

206
MEDTIAN

RELATIVE

FREQ
(FCT)
12.6
26,2
11.7
37.4
11.2
1.0

100.0

3.417

MISSING CABES

ARSOLUTE
FREQ

29
74
53
43
.
1
204
MEDIAN

AIJUSTED
FREQ
(FCT)
12,7
26,3
11.8
377

11.3

MISSING

100.0

§TH DEV

RELATIVE ADJUSTED

FREQ
(PCT)

14.1 -
35.9
25.7
20.9
2.9
oS
100.0

2.493

MISSING CASES

1

FREQ
(FCT)

14.1
36.1
25.9
21.0
2.9
MISSING
100.0
SThH DEV

cuUM
FREQ
(FCT)
12.7
32.2

51.0

CUM
FREQ
(FCT)
14.1
50.2
746.1
97.1

100.0

1,248

skl




k3
&

= CATEGORY LAREL

CATELJRY LABEL

t
¥
r
e
{
!

VALILD CABES

90
RELATIVE
ARSOLUTE FREQ
FREQ (FCT)
22 10,7
112 54, 4
27 13.1
35 17,0
9 4,4
1 o5
204 100.0
MELIAN 2,2

MISSING CASES

RELATIVE ADRJUSTED

ARSOLUTE FREQ

FREQ (FCT)
22 10.7
39 18.9
14 6.8
?? 48.1
30 14,46
2 1.0
206 100.0
MEDIAN 3.773

MISSING CASES

ADJUSTED

FREQ

(FCT)

10.7
94,6
13.2
171

4.4

" MISSING

106.0

8T

FREQ

(FCT)

10.8
1¢.1

6.9
48.5

14.7

MISSING
100.0
ST DEV

CUM
FREQ

(PCT)

10.7
65.4
78.5

9T.6

100.0

CuM
FRERQ

(FCT)

10.8

29.9




ITEM31

CATEGORY LAED®

CODE
1.
2,
3.
4,
5.
0
TOTAL
MEAN 3,446
YALID CASES 204
ITEM32
- CATEGORY LAREL  CODE
- 1.
2,
3.
4,
5.
0
TOTAL
[ HEAN 3,192
VALIL CASES 203

RELATIVE ALDJUSTEL  CUM
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
12 5.8 5.9 5.9
34 16.3 16.7 22,5
26 12,6 12.7 35.3
115 55.8 S6.4 ?1.7
17 8.3 8.3 100.0
2 1.0 MISSING
206 100.0 100.0
MEDIAN 3.761 STLr DEV
MISSING CASES 2
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CuM
ARSOLUTE FREQ FRER FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
19 P2 ?.4 ?.4
53 25.7 26.1 35.5
22 10.7 10.8° 46.3
88 4éo7 43.3 8%9.7
21 10.2 10.3 100.0
3 1.5 MISSING
206 100.0 100.0
MEDIAN 3,585 STh DEV
MISSING CASES 3

aindiia




ITEM33
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE  FREG FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT)
1, 19 9.2 9.4
2, 88 42,7
3. 34 16.7
23,2
7.4
MISSING

100.0 100.0

MEAN : : MEDIAN 2,438 ST DEV

VALID CASES : MISSING CASES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL ~ CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT)
1. 13 6.3 6.3
‘2, 30 14,6 14.6
3. 30 14.6 14,6
4, 99 48.1 48.3
5. 33 16,0 1641
0 1 .5  MISSING
TOTAL 206  100.0 100.0
MEAN 3,532  MEDIAN 3.798  STD DEV 1.118

VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES




)

" o

CATEGORY LAREL CODE

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

0

TOTAL
MEAN 3,152
VALID CASES 204

ITEM36

CATEGORY LAREL CODE

1.

3.
4,
S,
0
TOTAL
MEAN 1,975

VALID CASES 202

93

RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
11 5.3 5.4 5.4
76 36,9 37.3 42,6
15 7.3 7.4 50,0
75 36,4 36.8 86.8
27 13.1 13,2 100,0

2 1,0  MISSING

206 100,0  100.0
MEDIAN 3.500  STD DEV
MISSING CASES 2

RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
73 35,4 3641 - 36.1
93 45.1 46.0 82,2
11 5.3 5.4 87.6
18 8.7 8.9 96,5
7 3.4 3.5 100.0

4 1.9  MISSING

206 100.0 100.0

MEDIAN 1.801 STD DEV
MISSING CASES 4

1.044

AT G S
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! ITEM3?
RELATIVE ADJUSTED cuM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAEEL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 8 3.9 3.9 3.9
2, 25 12.1 12,2 1641
3, 16 7.8 7.8 23,9
a. 108 52,4 52,7 76,6 ?;
5, 48 23,3 23.4 100.0 :
0 1 .5 MISSING
TOTAL 206  100.0 100.0
MEAN 3,795 MEDTAN 3,995 STD DEV 1.056
VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1
ITEN3S ¥
 RELATIVE ADJUSTED CuM
, ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
: CATELJRY LAREL CODE FREQ (FCT) (FCT)  (FCT)
? 1. 19 9.2 9.3 9.3
2. 42 20.4 20,5 29.8
3, 55 gé{é 26.8 S56.6
. a4, 81 39.3 39.5 96,1
h - 5. 8 3.9 3.9
- 0 1 5 MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0

MEAN 3.083 MEDIAN - 3,255 STD DEV
D I VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1




z
! ITEM39
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
AESOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAREL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1, 15 7.3 7.4 7.4
2, 104 50,5 51.0 58,3
3, 31 15,0 15,2 73,5
4. 38 18,4 18,6 92,2 ;
S 16 7.8 7.8 100.0 :
r 0 2 1.0 MISSING
TOTAL 204 100.,0 100,0
MEAN 2,686  MEDIAN 2,337  STI DEV 1,101
VALID CASES 204 MISSING CASES 2
!
ITEM40
: RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
f AESOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
E CATEGORY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) 3
§ ) 1. 21 10.2 10,2 10.2
. 2, 50 24,3 24,4 34.6 ;
3. 17 8.3 8.3 42,9 3
L 4, 105 51.0 51.2 94,1
5. 12 5.8 5.9  100.0

0 1 '3 MISSING

TOTAL 206 . 100.0 100,0
MEAN : 3.180 MEDIAN 3.638 ST DEV 1.172

i l VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1




96

] ITEMAL E
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM 1
\ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ :
h CATEGORY LABEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) :
1. 14 6.8 6.8 6.8 ?
2. 24 11.7 11,7 18.5 s
3. 23 11.2 11,2 29.8 }
4. 96 46,6 46.8 7646 ?
5. 48 23,3 23,4 100.0 ;
0 1 .5  MISSING {
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0 {
MEAN 3,683  MEDIAN 3.932  STD DEV 1.156 !
VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1 :
ITEM42 i
' RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM i
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ ;
CATEGORY LAEEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) i
1, 7 3.4 3.4 3.4 i
2, 14 6.8 6.9 10.3 i
3. 27 13.1 13.2 23,5 ;

4. 122 59,2 59.8 83.3

5. 34 16.5 16.7  100.0

. 0 2 1,0  MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0
E MEAN 3,794  MEDIAN 3,943 STD DEV 919

VALID CASES 204 MISSING CASES 2




ST

ITENMA3
CATEGORY LAREL COLE
1,
2,
3.
4,
S
0
TOTAL
MEAN 3.5642
VALID CASES 204
ITEMA4A

CATE( JRY LAEREL ConE

1,

3.
4,

S.

TOTAL
MEAN ' 3,995
VALID' CASES 204

e SE v

97

RELATIVE ADLJUSTED

ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT)
12 S.8 5.9
18 8.7 8.8
24 11.7 11.8
127 61.7 462.3
23 11.2 11.3
2 1.0 "MISSING
206 100.0 100.0
MEDIAN 3.878 STD DEV
MISSING CASES 2
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT)Y (FCT?
4 1.9 2.0
15 7.3 7.4
15 73 7.4
114 53.3 53,9
96 27.2 27.3
2 1.0 MISSING
206 100.,0 100.0
MEDIAN 4.094 STD DEV
MISSING CASES 2

CuUM
FREQ
(FCT)
5.9
14.7
26,5
88.7

100.0

CuM
FREQ
(FCT)
2.0
2.3
16.7
72,5

100.0

+ 907




ITEMAS

CATEGORY LAREL CODE

1.

2.

3,

4,

S

0

TOTAL
MEAN 2.749
VALID CASES 203

ITEM46

CATEGORY LAEREL CORE
1.
I
4.
S
0
TOTAL
MEAN 3.740

vaLID CASES 200

ABSOLLUTE
FREQ

48
37
47
60
11
3
206

MEDIAN

MISSING CASES

ABSOLUTE
FREQ

206

MEDIAN

MISSING CASES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
FREQ FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
23,3 23,6 23,4
18,0 18.2 41.9
22,8 23,2 65.0
29,1 29,4 94,6
5.3 5.4  100.0
1.5  MISSING
100.0 100.,0
2,851  STD DEV
3
RELATIVE ALUUSTED  CUM
FREQ FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FCT)  <FCT)
8.7 9.0 9.0
4.4 4,5 13.5
20.4 21,0 34.5
33.5 34.5 69.0
30,1 31,0  100.0
2,9  MISSING
100.0 100.,0
3,949  STD DEV

1.204




ITEMA7
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ i
CATEGORY LAEREL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) .
1. 8 3.9 3,9 3.9 j
2, 42 20,4 20.5 24,4
3. 42 20,4 20.5 44,9
4, 94 45.6 45.9 90,7
s, 19 9.2 9.3 100.0
‘ 0 1 .5  MISSING
f TOTAL 206 100.0 100.,0
| MEAN 3,361 MEDTAN 3,612  STD DEV 1,032
; VALID CASES 205 MISSING CASES 1
ITEMAS
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
ARSOLUTE  FRER FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAREL CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 33 16,0 16.3 16,3
| 2, 41 19.9 20,2 36.5
f 3. 34 16.5 16.7 53.2
4, 70 34,0 34,5 87,7
5. 25 12.1 12,3 100.0
0 3 1.5  MISSING
TOTAL 204 100.0 100.0
MEAN 3.064  MEDIAN 3.309  STD DEV 1.301
' l VALID CASES 203 MISSING CASES 3

e A s s o A PV, PTG 39
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l
ITEMA9
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
AESOLUTE  FREG FREQ

CATEGORY LAEEL  CODE  FREQ (FCT) (FCT)
; 1, 13 6.3 6.5
| 2, 153 74,3 76,5
; 3. 34 16.5 17,0
% 0 6 2.9 MISSING
! TOTAL - 206 100,06 100.,0

HEAN 2,105  MEDIAN 2,069 ST DEV
I VALID CASES 200 MISSING CASES 6
|
i
i AGE
! RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
i . ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
g CATEGORY LAKEL  CODE  FRER (FCT) (FCT) (FCT) |

1, A5 21.8 22.4 22.4

i 2, 45 21.8 22.4 44,8
| 3, 27 13,1 13,4 58,2
i L 4, 21 10,2 10.4 68.7
; 5. 63" 30.6 21,3 100.0 !l
; | 0 5 2.4  MISSING |
: ) ) TOTAL 204 100.0 100,0 |
‘ MEAN 3.060  MEDIAN 2,889  STD DEV 1,577

VALID CASES 201 MISSING CASES 5




N

I .

!

SEX

CATEGORY LAREL cone

i.
2,
0
TOTAL
MEAN 1.113
VALID CASES 203
MATSAT

CATEGORY LAEREL CODnE

TOTAL
MEAN 1.319

VALID CASES 182

ot f i

101
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
AERSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
180 87.4 88.7 88,7
23 11.2 11.3 100.0
3 1.5  MISSING
206 100.0 100.0
MEDIAN 1,064  STD DEV 318
MISSING CASES 3
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREGQ
FREQ (FET) (FCT) (FCT)
124 60,2 68,1 68.1
58 28,2 31,9 100.0
24 11.7  MISSING
206 100,0 100,0
MEDIAN 1.234  STD DEV 467

MISSING CASES 24
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RACE

CATEGORY LAEREL COoDE
i,

e

a e

3

TOTAL
MEAN 1.296

VALID CASES 179

102

ARSOLUTE
FREQ

158
30
é

3

2

7
206

MEDTIAN

RELATIVE

FREQ
(FCT)
7647
14,6
2.9
1.5
1.0
3.4
100.0

1.130

MISSING CASES

ADJUSTED CuM

FREQ FREQ
(FCT) (FCT)H
79.4 79.4
15.1 94.5

3.0 97.3

1.5 99.0
1.0 100.0
MISSING
100.0
STO DEV

Aideaimaii y

695




103
I
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ARSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LAREL COLE FREQ (FCT) (FCT) (FCT)
1. 100 48,5 50,5 50.5
2, 44 21.4 22,2 72,7
3. 2 1.0 1.0 73,7
4, 4 1.9 2.0 75.8
S 4 1,9 2.0 77.8
) Y 1 o5 5 78.3
E 7. 2 1.0 1.0 79.3
- 8. 1 5 .5 79.8
Lo 9. 29 14,17  14.6 94.4
’ 10, 11 5.3 5.6 100.0
0 8 3.9 - MISSING
TOTAL 206 100.0 100.0
. MEAN 3.177 MEDIAN 1.490 STD DEV 3.270
VALID CASES 198 MISSING CASES 8

.. DO st A M s 45
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SHIFT

CATEGORY LABEL CODE

1.

2.

3.

b

0

TOTAL
MEAN 1.427
VAL ID' CASES 199

SECT

CATEGORY LABEL CORE

1.

2,
10,
11.
12,
20,

30,

ARSOLUTE
FREQ

138
49

8

MEDIAN

REILATIVE ADJUSTELD

FREQ
(FCT)

6740
23,8
3.9
1.9
3.4

100.0

1.221

MISSING CASES

ARSOLUTE
FREQ

]

ig

%

13

0 N W

2

RELATIVE

FREQ

(FCT)

1.0

.5
2.4
8.7
1.0
6.3
1.5
3.4
3.9
1.0

2.4

FREQ
(FCT)

69.3
24.6
4.0

2.0

MISSING

100.,0

sSTh

ALJUSTED

FREQ
(FCT)

1.4

7
3.4

12.3

S.9
1.4

3.4

CUM
FREQ
(FCT)
69.3
94,0
98.0

100.0

CUM
FRER
(FCT)

1.4




VALID CASES

80.
81,

0.

0

TOTAL

3 k3 ) S N

)]

8

3,4

5
1.0
3.4
2.4
1.9
1.0
2.4

1.0

4.4

29.1

100.0

1.3

MISSING CASES

7

4.8

7
1.4
4.8
3.4
2.7
1.4
3.4
1.4

7
1.4
3.4
1.4
1.4
6.8
8.2

7

6.2

MISSING
100.0
STD DEV

68.5
69.9
70.5
71.9
75.3
76.7
78.1
84.9
?3.2

93.8

100.0

25.844
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] COMMUNICATIONS QUESTIONNAIRE

Questions 1 thru 3 are for civilians only, military begin with question 4.

| 1. I feel that civilian commander's call is useful, :
- strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree :
(M (2) (3) (4) (%) :

i

2. 1 receive adequate information about factors affecting civilian employment.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

3. I prefer to get information requarding civilian employment from my
commander in addition to what I get from the civilian personnel office.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

() (2) (3) (4) (5)

4. The "grapevine" source of information is usually accurate.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (%)

5. People in my shop receive the proper training.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

6. When a "good duty" becomes available in my shop, I have as good a
chance to get it as anyone else.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (%)

7. If I make a-mistake, I will be treated the same as anyone else who
makes that same mistake.

strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

8. I already have as much responsibility as I can hope to get in this - g
career field. .

strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (%)

9. MWy supervisor can give me a job and go away knowing I will do it right.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
o

10. I know exactly what is expected of me in my job.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)




| -
2= H
l 11. My shop is under manned. v
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
, (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) |
- 12. When someone takes a problem to the orderly room, they can expect
! the problem to be resolved.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree 1
b (1) 2) (3) (1) (5)
13. I know my supervisor sticks up for me when someone cuts me down.

strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)

1A. The peonle in this organization are well qualified for the jobs thex'hold.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

15. I don't have enough time to get my work done.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

16, My job could be done more efficiently by decreasing the size of work crews.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

17. I get most important news through formal channels (commander's call,
daily bulletin, etc,) before I hear it on the “"grapevine",
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I T

R

18. Rewards for exceptional performance are appropriate.
strongly disasree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)

19, My job has a lot of advantages over other jobs I could be in,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(v (2) (3) (4) (5)

20. liy supervisor is likely to adopt my good ideas.
strongl{jgisagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(2) (3) (4) (5)

e 21. Being on time for work is emphasised by my supervisor.
strongly disasree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (?) (3) (4) (5)




23.

4.

25.

26,

27.

28.

~)
pXe)
.

30.

31.

-3

If I have a problem I can't asolve with my supervisor, I know
where to go to get it solved.

atrongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
I have to attend too many meetings,
strongly disapree disapgree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (?) (3) (4) (%)
I don't have any inputs into the goals of this shop.,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I would not volunteer for overtime to finish a task that is
important to my supervisor.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

#hen 1 have to coordinate something with another shop, they
usually don't cooperate well.

strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
- (1) (?) (3) (4) .(5)
Someone who works extra hard in my shop will be rewarded.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Anyone who doesn't get along with his supervisor can be reassigned to
another supervisor,

strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Visitors in my work area hinder my job,.

strongly disagree disagree» uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I have all the proper tools and equipment available to do my job well.

strongly disagree disagree. uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Ny shift "gets the word“'when a policy changes,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)




32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

-4-

lly supervisor often asks for my opinion,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Our training program rushes people through too fast without proper training.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(M (?) (3) (4) (5)
New ideas are encouraged by my supervisor.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain _agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) {5)
Coordination with another shop often causes delays in our work.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
AFR 35-10 is not emphasised by my supervisor.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
My fellow workers are helpful and encouraging.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
When someone in my shop breaks a rule or regulation, he knows
exactly what will happen to him.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Support I get from other agencies on base (hospital, finance, etc.)
is not very helpful,
stroncly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
I have all the supplies available that I need to do my job well,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
)y suvervisor is someone I can talk to about a problem,

strongl{ gisagree disagree . uncertain agree strongly agree
1

(2) (3) (4) (5)
If I try to do a good job, my fellow workers will support my efforts.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

5w
My shop's location makes it easy to get the job done,
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
ky supervisor has an "open door" policy.
strongly disasgree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
I feel that the inputs used for promotions are fair and impartial.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (?) (3) (4) (5)
I would like to stay here longer than I stayed at my last assignment.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
“hen I request something from another shop, they are prompt and helpful.
strongly disasree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
(1) (2) (3) (4) (%)
My ovinion of the Air Force has increased since I came to this orgarization.
strongly disagree disagree uncertain agree strongly agree
o) (2) (3) (4) (5)
I feel that commander's call
a. is not often enough. b, is about right. c. is too often,
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20 12,
3. 13,
4e___ 14e__
5e___ 15.__
6. ! 16.___
Te__ Mo
8. 18.___
9e__ 19,
10. ' 20.

50. (A) What area do you feel this

ANSWER SHEET

21,

—e

?2.

23,

?4 L

25‘

26,

27e__

32.
33,
34,
35.
36.
7.
8.
39.

40,

42,
430__
4.
45.

460

47.

48,

49.__

organization does exiremely well in?

(8) Needs improvement in?

(continue on back)

AGE: 21 and under 22-25

26-30

37 and over

o™ @ ®
SEX: male female l:ARRITAL STATUS: married unmarried
m o w ™ )
RACE: Caucasian Black Mexican American/Spanish Oriental/Asian
1 [©) @
Other
Ne)
RANK: E-1 thru E-4 E-5 thru E-7 E-8 thru E-9 officer
[©) ?) ) )
GS-1 thru GS-5 GS-6 thru GS-10 GS-11 or above
WG-1 thru WG-5 Ol WG-6 thru WG-10 WG-11 or above
8
PRIMARY SHIFT: regular day ____ regular swing ___ regular mid
(1)
12 hour day __ 12 hour night ___ other(specify)
(4)
TIME IN SQUADRON: less than 1 year ___ 1 to 2 years ___ 2-3 years __ over } o
(1) (2) (3) (4]

MONTHS OF TOTAL SERVICE: ___

SHOP OR SECTION: ______
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